

























































scholarship	 (ref:	 PREDOC/2013/49).	 Furthermore,	 two	 research	 stays	 were	 conducted	
during	the	development	of	this	study	which	contributed	to	establishing	the	methodological	
approach	 in	 my	 analysis.	 The	 first	 one,	 at	 the	 Multimodal	 Research	 Centre	 (Auckland	
University	of	Technology,	New	Zealand)	was	funded	by	Universitat	Jaume	I	(ref:	E-2016-
12).	The	second	one,	at	the	Multimodal	Analysis	Group	(Curtin	University,	Australia)	was	















































contribuye	 a	 expandir	 investigaciones	 previas	 sobre	 metadiscurso	 y	 ofrece	 una	 visión	
holística	 de	 sus	 usos	 en	 clases	 universitarias.	 Para	 terminar,	 sugiero	 que	 el	 uso	 del	





organizativo	 desde	 una	 perspectiva	 multimodal	 y	 teniendo	 en	 cuenta	 los	 estilos	 de	
enseñanza	 como	 variable	 clave	 que	 afecta	 al	 uso	 del	 mismo.	 En	 este	 sentido,	 estoy	
interesado	en	explorar	no	solo	lo	que	se	dice	(metadiscurso	verbal),	sino	también	la	manera	
en	la	que	se	dice,	es	decir,	a	través	de	una	combinación	de	modos	específica.	Por	otro	lado,	
es	 mi	 intención	 validar	 la	 metodología	 utilizada	 en	 esta	 tesis	 y	 que	 se	 basa	 en	 una	
combinación	 de	 enfoques	 cuantitativos,	 lingüísticos	 y	 multimodales.	 En	 esta	 línea,	 la	
metodología	 multimodal	 ideada	 para	 esta	 tesis	 es	 especialmente	 novedosa,	 ya	 que	















que	definen	el	marco	 teórico	para	mi	 investigación.	El	 capítulo	4	 tiene	en	cuenta	estos	
conceptos	 teóricos	 para	 diseñar	 una	 metodología	 para	 el	 estudio	 del	 metadiscurso	
organizativo	en	clases	universitarias.	A	continuación,	 los	capítulos	del	5	al	8	describen	y	
comentan	 los	 análisis	 realizados	 en	 esta	 tesis	 (un	 análisis	 cuantitativo,	 un	 análisis	
lingüístico,	 un	 análisis	 multimodal	 del	 uso	 de	 los	 recursos	 semióticos,	 y	 un	 análisis	
multimodal	de	cómo	los	profesores	estructuran	el	discurso	organizativo	en	secuencias	de	
acciones).	 Finalmente,	 el	 capítulo	9	presenta	algunas	 conclusiones,	 sugiere	aplicaciones	
















cabo	 por	 los	 profesores	 (pregunta	 4).	 Por	 último,	 el	 sub-corpus	 de	 los	 segmentos	








limitar	 el	 alcance	 de	 los	 análisis	 de	 esta	 tesis	 al	 centrarse	 solamente	 en	 aquellos	 usos	
recurrentes	y	representativos	del	metadiscurso.		
Respecto	a	la	segunda	pregunta,	he	identificado	una	serie	de	tipos	y	sub-tipos	sintácticos	










a	una	 cierta	 limitación	en	 la	disponibilidad	de	 los	 recursos	 semióticos	que	parece	estar	
relacionada	con	éstos.	Por	ejemplo,	el	uso	de	algunos	modos	como	los	gestos	y	la	mirada	
parece	estar	 limitado	en	aquellos	profesores	que	dependen	en	una	alta	medida	de	 sus	







indican	 la	 organización	 de	 las	 sesiones	 en	 secuencias	 de	 acciones.	 En	 este	 sentido,	 se	
pueden	encontrar	claras	diferencias	en	los	estilos	de	enseñanza:	los	profesores	de	un	estilo	
conversacional	 realizan	acciones	en	 las	que	se	desarrolla	contenido	y	que	se	 funden	en	
acciones	 organizativas	 que	 sirven	 como	 elementos	 separadores	 entre	 temas;	 los	
profesores	 de	 un	 estilo	 retórico	 organizan	 secuencias	 largas	 de	 acciones	 en	 las	 que	 se	
desarrolla	 contenido	 y	 que	 pueden	 ocasionalmente	 ser	 interrumpidas	 por	 acciones	 de	
organización;	y	los	profesores	de	un	estilo	de	lectura	alternan	acciones	leídas	con	acciones	
espontáneas.	 Finalmente,	 el	 análisis	 de	 las	 secuencias	 de	 acciones	 realizadas	 por	 los	
profesores	muestra	dos	roles	principales	en	el	uso	del	metadiscurso:	un	rol	activo	cuando	



















analysis:	 a	 quantitative,	 a	 linguistic	 and	 a	 multimodal	 one.	 In	 this	 regard,	 my	 study	
contributes	to	expanding	previous	research	on	metadiscourse	and	offers	a	holistic	view	on	
its	uses	in	lectures.	Finally,	I	suggest	that	the	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse,	both	at	
a	 linguistic	 and	at	 a	non-verbal	 level,	 is	 influenced	by	 the	 lecturing	 style	 chosen	by	 the	
lecturers	(conversational,	rhetorical	or	reading	styles).	
The	 ultimate	 aim	 of	 this	 study	 is	 twofold.	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 I	 intend	 to	 expand	 the	
knowledge	of	spoken	academic	genres	by	looking	at	organizational	metadiscourse	from	a	
multimodal	perspective	while	considering	lecturing	styles	as	a	key	variable	that	influences	
its	 use.	 In	 this	 sense,	 I	 am	 interested	 in	 exploring	 not	 only	 what	 is	 said	 (verbal	
















analysis,	 genre	 analysis,	multimodality	 and	metadiscourse,	which	define	 the	 theoretical	
framework	for	my	research.	Next,	Chapter	4	considers	these	theoretical	concepts	to	devise	
a	methodology	for	the	study	of	organizational	metadiscourse	in	lectures.	Then,	chapters	5	






full	 courses	 in	Humanities	 (two	 courses	 per	 lecturing	 style),	which	 are	made	up	of	 152	
lectures.	These	lectures	have	been	extracted	from	Yale	University’s	OpenCourseWare	(a	
compilation	of	lectures	and	educational	materials	from	various	university	courses	that	is	




lectures	has	been	 inspected	 from	a	 linguistic	perspective	 (RQ2)	and	using	a	Multimodal	
Interaction	Analysis	approach	to	look	at	the	structuring	sequences	of	actions	performed	by	





in	 lectures.	Moreover,	 organizational	metadiscourse	 seems	 to	 be	more	 frequent	 at	 the	




addition,	 some	similarities	arise	within	each	of	 the	 lecturing	styles	 in	 terms	of	 the	 total	




been	 identified	 as	 recurrent	 patterns	 in	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse.	
Furthermore,	some	lexical	choices,	such	as	the	use	of	communication	and	mental	verbs,	




Regarding	 my	 third	 research	 question,	 the	 multimodal	 analysis	 of	 semiotic	 resources	
reveals	 that,	 apart	 from	 the	 verbal	 mode,	 gestures,	 gaze,	 posture,	 proxemics	 and	




or	 gaze	 seems	 to	 be	 limited	 in	 lecturers	who	 depend	 highly	 on	 their	 notes	 (especially,	
reading	style	lecturers).	In	this	line,	differences	across	lecturing	styles	are	evident	and	this	
analysis	contributes	to	defining	lecturing	styles	in	terms	of	the	use	of	semiotic	resources.	





occasionally	 be	 interrupted	by	organizational	 ones;	 and	 reading	 style	 lectures	 alternate	
reading	 and	 spontaneous	 actions.	 Finally,	 the	 exploration	 of	 the	 sequences	 of	 actions	
performed	by	the	lecturers	has	revealed	two	main	roles	for	metadiscourse:	an	active	one	































































































































































































































































































perspective,	 taking	 into	account	the	 linguistic	and	non-verbal	elements	that	combine	to	
convey	 organizational	meaning.	 As	 I	 discuss	 in	 Chapter	 3,	metadiscourse	 is	 a	 linguistic	
category	that	 is	often	used	as	an	organizational	device	 in	 lectures,	which	contributes	to	
easing	 the	 comprehension	 of	 the	 audience	 by	 signaling	 the	 directions	 of	 the	 lecture,	
establishing	connections	within	 the	 lectures	and	 throughout	 the	courses,	etc.	However,	
metadiscourse	 has	 traditionally	 been	 looked	 at	 from	 a	 linguistic	 perspective	 in	written	
genres.	 In	 this	sense,	previous	research	on	metadiscourse	 in	spoken	academic	genres	 is	
rather	limited.	Even	more	limited	are	the	studies	that	look	at	metadiscourse	as	an	element	
of	communication	that	is	conveyed	through	the	combination	of	multiple	modes.	Against	
this	 background,	 I	 argue	 that	 organizational	metadiscourse	 occurs	 as	 a	 verbal	 element	
taking	part	 in	a	complex	multimodal	ensemble	where	several	 layers	of	meaning	may	be	





sense,	 I	 believe	 that	 the	 learning	 process	 may	 be	 improved	 by	 clearly	 establishing	
connections	 among	 the	 distinct	 sections	 in	 the	 lectures	 and	 by	 signaling	 the	 directions	
towards	 which	 the	 explanation	 is	 addressed.	 In	 other	 words,	 an	 appropriate	 use	 of	
organizational	 metadiscourse	 seems	 to	 contribute	 to	 ease	 the	 comprehension	 of	 the	




The	 motivation	 for	 this	 study	 is	 then	 twofold.	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 I	 intend	 to	 look	 at	






On	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 analysis	 of	 how	metadiscourse	 works	 at	 all	 levels	 will	 provide	
valuable	pedagogical	results	that	might	be	applied	to	improving	the	lecturing	practices	in	






Technology,	 New	 Zealand)	 and	 at	 the	 Multimodal	 Analysis	 Group	 (Curtin	 University,	
Australia),	under	the	supervision	of	Prof.	Sigrid	Norris	and	Prof.	Kay	O’Halloran	respectively.	


























The	 present	 thesis	 is	 structured	 in	 nine	 chapters.	 The	 first	 three	 chapters	 devise	 the	
theoretical	 framework	 that	 sets	 the	 ground	 for	 this	 study,	 including	 approaches	 to	 the	
study	 of	 spoken	 discourse	 (Chapter	 1),	 multimodality	 (Chapter	 2),	 and	 metadiscourse	





Chapter	 9	 concludes	 this	 thesis	 by	 providing	 some	 concluding	 remarks,	 pedagogical	




chapter	 reviews	 some	of	 the	 theoretical	 concepts	 that	 set	 the	 basis	 to	 understand	 the	











of	 traditional	 approaches	 to	metadiscourse	 (Crismore,	Markkanen,	&	 Steffensen,	 1993;	
Vande	 Kopple,	 1985),	 as	 well	 as	 O’Halloran's	 (2004a,	 2007)	 framework	 for	multimodal	
studies	 (Multimodal	Discourse	Analysis).	 Finally,	 Section	1.1	 concludes	with	 a	 review	of	
Mediated	 Discourse	 Analysis	 (Scollon,	 1998,	 2001;	 Scollon	 &	 Scollon,	 2004)	 and	 the	
multimodal	analysis	of	discourse	 (Kress	&	van	Leeuwen,	2001;	Norris,	2004;	O’Halloran,	







1994).	 This	 section	 concludes	 with	 a	 short	 review	 of	 the	 most	 relevant	 studies	 in	 the	
analysis	 of	 lectures	 from	 a	 multimodal	 perspective,	 and	 a	 brief	 mention	 of	
OpenCourseWare,	 as	 the	 lectures	 utilized	 in	 this	 thesis	 have	 been	 extracted	 from	 Yale	
University’s	OpenCourseWare.	




2000;	 Kress	&	 van	 Leeuwen,	 2001;	 van	 Leeuwen,	 2005),	Multimodal	Discourse	Analysis	




different	 frameworks	 towards	 multimodality,	 and	 I	 go	 through	 some	 of	 the	 previous	
literature	in	the	study	of	the	modes	that	are	analyzed	in	this	thesis.	Specifically,	I	focus	on	
the	 research	 conducted	 in	 the	 modes	 of	 gesture,	 gaze,	 head	 movement,	 posture,	
paralanguage,	proxemics	and	facial	expression.	Next,	Section	2.4	is	devoted	to	two	of	the	
methodological	 issues	commonly	referred	to	when	conducting	multimodal	analyses:	the	












(Vande	 Kopple,	 1985),	 Crismore	 et	 al.’s	 model	 (Crismore	 et	 al.,	 1993),	 Hyland’s	model	
(Hyland,	2005),	and	Ädel’s	reflexive	model	(Ädel,	2006,	2010).	Special	emphasis	is	placed	
















classifying	 the	 data	 (Section	 5.1);	 I	 inspect	 the	 most	 recurrent	 types	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse	 in	 Section	 5.2;	 I	 establish	 common	 patterns	 in	 the	 distribution	 of	








aspects	of	 organizational	metadiscourse.	 In	 this	 regard,	 in	 the	 first	 part	 of	 the	 chapter,	
Section	6.1,	I	look	into	the	syntactic	structures	found	in	the	metadiscursive	uses	explored	
across	lecturing	styles.	Furthermore,	I	 look	at	the	recurrences	in	the	syntactic	structures	
from	 a	 quantitative	 point	 of	 view.	 The	 second	 part	 of	 the	 chapter	 is	 devoted	 to	 the	
exploration	of	the	lexical	choices	that	proclaim	metadiscourse	(Section	6.2).	In	particular,	I	
look	 at	 recurrent	 metadiscursive	 words	 and	 the	 use	 of	 personal	 pronouns.	 Finally,	 In	




chapter	 is	 divided	 into	 two	main	 sections:	 in	 the	 first	 part,	 Section	 7.1,	 I	 analyze	 how	
lecturers	employ	semiotic	resources	recurrently	when	conveying	metadiscursive	meaning.	
Then,	 in	Section	7.2,	 I	 look	 into	how	these	semiotic	resources	are	used	 jointly	to	create	
multimodal	ensembles;	furthermore,	I	compare	the	creation	of	multimodal	ensembles	in	
the	different	lecturing	styles	considered	for	this	study.	Finally,	I	conclude	the	chapter	by	




organizational	 fragments	 are	 structured	 as	 sequences	 of	 actions	 and	 how	 lecturers	
following	distinct	lecturing	styles	create	different	prototypical	structures	when	organizing	
the	 lectures.	 Then,	 in	 Section	 8.2,	 I	 look	 into	 the	 roles	 played	 by	 organizational	
































fore	 the	 impact	of	 the	 field	on	 investigations	within	academic	settings	with	a	particular	
emphasis	on	the	studies	on	lectures.	Finally,	in	Section	1.3,	the	focus	turns	to	the	concept	
of	‘lecture’.	From	a	genre	perspective,	I	review	previous	research	conducted	on	lectures,	
lecturing	 styles,	 the	 structure	 of	 lectures,	 and	 some	 studies	 integrating	 a	 multimodal	



















Linguistics,	 since	 they	 become	 instrumental	 in	 the	 development	 of	 most	 models	 of	
metadiscourse,	and	in	Multimodal	Social	Semiotics	and	Multimodal	Discourse	Analysis	(see	



























study	 of	 language.	 However,	 one	 idea	 can	 be	 extracted	 from	 this	 quotation	 which	 is	
recurrent	in	the	literature	on	the	matter:	discourse	analysis	deals	with	fragments	longer	
than	one	sentence.	This	view	is	consistent	with	the	traditional	understanding	of	the	term	
‘discourse’	as	any	 text	beyond	 the	 sentence	 (Chafe,	1992;	Stubbs,	1983).	The	notion	of	
‘discourse’,	however,	can	have	a	wider	definition.	Burr	(1995,	p.	32)	argues	that:	









Out	 of	 this	 duality	 of	 approaches	 towards	 discourse,	 two	 perspectives	 arise	within	 the	
studies	 in	 discourse	 analysis:	 one	 that	 is	more	 textually-oriented	 and	 one	 that	 is	more	
socially-oriented	 (Paltridge,	 2005).	 Fairclough	 (2003)	 understands	 both	 approaches	 as	
complementary	of	each	other.	For	 the	purposes	of	 the	present	study,	 it	 is	precisely	 the	
latter	the	one	that	becomes	more	relevant.	The	language	in	university	lectures	cannot	be	
analyzed	in	isolation	without	taking	into	account	the	context	in	which	it	is	placed	or	without	
considering	 the	event	as	a	 social	phenomenon.	 From	my	understanding,	neglecting	 the	









determined	 by	 the	 context	 in	 which	 the	word	 is	 used.	 Gee	 and	 Handford	 (2012,	 p.	 1)	
exemplify	 this	dichotomy	by	 considering	 the	example	of	 the	word	 ‘cat’	 as	used	 in	 “The	
world’s	big	cats	are	all	endangered”.	Here,	‘cat’	acquires	a	meaning	beyond	its	meaning	






across	 texts	 and	 considers	 the	 relationship	 between	 language	 and	 the	 social	 and	 cultural	






Paltridge’s	 definition	provides	 a	 comprehensive	 inclusive	description	of	 the	 interests	 of	
discourse	analysis.	First,	he	describes	discourse	analysis	as	a	tool	to	look	at	both,	language	
beyond	 the	 sentence	 and	 the	 influence	 of	 its	 social	 context.	 In	 the	 second	 part	 of	 the	














i) Grammatical	 intricacy	 and	 spoken	 discourse:	 Spoken	 discourse	 can	 be	 as	 grammatically	 complex	 as	
written	discourse	(Halliday,	1989).		
ii) Lexical	 density	 in	 spoken	 and	written	 discourse:	Written	 discourse	 appears	 to	 show	 a	 higher	 lexical	
density.	
iii) Nominalization	in	written	and	spoken	discourse:	Written	texts	offer	a	higher	nominalization.	
iv) Explicitness	 in	 spoken	 and	written	 discourse:	 The	 explicitness	 of	 discourse	 seems	 to	 depend	 on	 the	
purpose	of	the	text.	
v) Contextualization	in	spoken	and	written	discourse:	The	degree	of	contextualization	of	a	text	depends	on	
the	 type	 of	 text	 (Tannen,	 1982).	While	 personal	 letters	 need	 a	 degree	 of	 shared	 context,	 academic	
lectures	do	not.		







Paltridge’s	 (2005)	 comparison	 of	 the	 spoken	 and	written	 discourses	 reflects	 on	 Biber's	
(1988)	conclusion:	differences	between	spoken	and	written	genres	are	not	absolute	and	
depend	on	the	text.	Expressed	 in	a	different	way,	each	type	of	 text	 (spoken	or	written)	
shares	a	set	of	features	with	similar	texts	that	are	intrinsic	to	that	genre.	Thus,	Biber	proves	










one	 of	 the	 topics	 that	 has	 received	much	 attention	 from	 various	 researchers	 –see	 for	
instance	 Strodt-López	 (1991),	 Thompson	 (1994),	 or	 Young	 (1994).	 The	 study	 of	 the	
structure	of	 lectures	 is	one	of	 the	main	areas	of	 interest	 in	my	study.	 In	Section	1.3.1.2	
below,	I	offer	an	extensive	review	on	previous	approaches	to	the	study	of	the	structure	in	










x)	 words:	 “people	 in	 interaction	 seldom	 communicate	 only	 through	 language”.	 I	 detail	
throughout	 this	 thesis	how	 language	 is	 just	one	mode	within	 the	set	of	modes	 that	are	
present	in	spoken	discourse	and	may	or	may	not	play	a	leading	role	in	conversation	(Kress,	
Jewitt,	Ogborn,	&	Tsatsarelis,	2001).	A	multimodal	analysis	allows	for	the	exploration	of	all	
modes	 present	 in	 speech	 and	 the	 interaction	 among	 them,	 thus	 providing	 a	 rather	
complete	image	of	the	interactive	process.	In	short,	by	considering	the	peculiarities	of	oral	





Conversation	 Analysis	 (Sacks,	 Schegloff,	 &	 Jefferson,	 1974),	 Pragmatics	 (Austin,	 1962;	





multimodal	 discourse	 analysis1	 (Kress	 &	 van	 Leeuwen,	 1996,	 2001,	 Norris,	 2004,	 2011,	






Finally,	 multimodal	 discourse	 analysis	 comprises	 the	 background	 to	 the	 use	 of	










(Cameron,	 2001).	 These	 ideas	 are	 highlighted	 in	 Paltridge's	 (2005,	 p.	 53)	 extensive	
definition	of	the	aims	of	pragmatics:	
Pragmatics	is	the	study	of	meaning	in	relation	to	the	context	in	which	a	person	is	speaking	or	
writing.	 This	 includes	 social,	 situational	 and	 textual	 context.	 It	 also	 includes	 background	











In	the	case	of	university	 lectures,	 lecturers	need	to	adapt	their	speech	to	the	context	 in	
which	they	are	lecturing.	They	take	into	account	the	social,	situational	and	textual	context	
as	well	 as	 the	background	 knowledge	 shared	by	both,	 themselves	 and	 the	 students.	 In	
terms	of	content,	 this	background	knowledge	can	sometimes	be	brought	to	the	fore	by	
means	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse.	 The	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse,	 in	
addition,	 can	 perform	 organizational	 functions	 like	 introducing	 a	 topic	 or	 connecting	
information	in	the	lecture.		
In	 the	 following	 paragraphs,	 I	 discuss	 three	 ideas	 that	 are	 recurrent	 in	 the	 study	 of	
pragmatics:	speech	acts,	presuppositions,	and	the	co-operative	principle	and	the	concept	
of	implicatures.	
The	 Speech	 Act	 Theory	 was	 first	 developed	 by	 Austin	 (1962)	 and	 Searle	 (1969)	 and	







on	the	receiver.	Furthermore,	special	 interest	 is	placed	on	the	study	of	the	 illocutionary	
force	(the	intention	of	speakers	as	they	perform	utterances),	as	the	literal	content	of	what	
is	said	may	not	correspond	with	the	intention	of	the	speaker.	The	illocutionary	force	of	a	
sentence	 is	 closely	 related	 to	 linguistic	 aspects.	 In	 van	Valin	 and	 LaPolla's	 (1997,	 p.	 41)	


















A	 second	 notion	 worth	 discussing	 within	 the	 field	 of	 pragmatics	 is	 the	 concept	 of	
presupposition.	Paltridge	(2005,	p.	60)	describes	presuppositions	as	“the	common	ground	
that	is	assumed	to	exist	between	language	users	such	as	assumed	knowledge	of	a	situation	
and/or	 the	world”.	 In	other	words,	 speakers	and	 listeners	make	assumptions	about	 the	
background	knowledge	they	share	and	adapt	their	speech	accordingly.	For	example,	to	put	
it	 in	a	very	 simplified	way,	 if	a	 speaker	utters	 the	sentence	“Sue	stopped	drinking”,	 the	
addressee	 presupposes	 that	 Sue	 drank	 at	 some	 point	 (Kadmon,	 2001,	 p.	 10).	 Paltridge	
further	 distinguishes	 between	 conventional	 –also	 referred	 to	 as	 semantic	 (Frege,	
1930/1980)-	and	pragmatic	presuppositions.	The	former	are	less	context-dependent	than	

















are	 assumed	 by	 the	 interlocutors.	 Grice	 (1975,	 p.	 45)	 refers	 to	 this	 process	 as	 the	
Cooperative	Principle:	“Make	your	conversational	contribution	such	as	is	required,	at	the	
stage	at	which	it	occurs,	by	the	accepted	purpose	or	direction	of	the	talk	exchange	in	which	



































his	 theory	 is	 necessary	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 the	development	 of	Ädel's	 (2006,	 2010)	
model	of	metadiscourse	that	is	used	in	my	analysis	(see	Chapter	3	for	more	information	on	
the	different	approaches	towards	metadiscourse).	
In	his	 seminal	work	Linguistics	and	Poetics,	 Jakobson	 (1960)	builds	over	Bühler's	 (1933)	
trifunctional	theory	of	language	–where	language	can	perform	the	emotive,	conative	and	
referential	functions-	and	extends	it	to	include	the	phatic,	metalingual	and	poetic	functions.	
Jakobson	 argues	 that	 each	 function	 of	 language	 is	 determined	 by	 the	 various	 factors	





























5) Metalingual	 function:	 It	 is	 closely	 associated	 with	 the	 code.	 It	 is	 paramount	
“whenever	the	addresser	and/or	the	addressee	need	to	check	up	whether	they	use	
the	same	code”.		
6) Phatic	 function:	 Its	 focus	 is	 on	 the	 contact.	 It	 refers	 to	 the	 use	 of	 language	 “to	
establish,	 to	 prolong,	 or	 to	 discontinue	 communication,	 to	 check	 whether	 the	


















As	 I	 mentioned	 above,	 Jakobson’s	 theory	 plays	 an	 important	 role	 in	 Ädel's	 (2006)	
development	of	her	model	of	metadiscourse.	Ädel	argues	that	the	metalingual,	emotive	
and	 conative	 functions	 (metalinguistic,	 expressive	 and	 directive	 in	 Ädel’s	 terms)	 are	
essential	 in	 metadiscourse	 and	 one	 or	 more	 of	 them	 may	 take	 a	 predominant	 role	
depending	 on	 the	 focus	 of	 the	 metadiscursive	 instance.	 In	 Ädel’s	 reflexive	 model,	
metadiscourse	 can	 focus	 on	 the	 text	 (performing	 a	metalinguistic	 function),	 the	writer	
(performing	an	expressive	function)	or	the	reader	(performing	a	directive	function).	This	



























The	 second	 functional	 approach	 that	 I	would	 like	 to	 review	 in	 this	 chapter	 is	Halliday's	
(1978,	1985)	 Systemic	 Functional	 Linguistics	 (SFL).	 SFL	 is	 relevant	 for	 this	 thesis	 since	 it	
serves	as	the	starting	point	of	Multimodal	Social	Semiotics	(Kress	&	van	Leeuwen,	2001)	
and	Multimodal	 Discourse	 Analysis	 (O’Halloran,	 2004a),	 as	 I	 develop	 in	 Chapter	 2;	 and	
moreover,	 it	 becomes	 essential	 to	 comprehend	 the	 identification	 of	 metadiscourse	 as	
propositional	 material	 in	 some	 approaches,	 as	 I	 further	 discuss	 in	 Chapter	 3	 –see,	 for	
instance,	Crismore	et	al.	(1993),	and	Vande	Kopple	(1985).	
SFL	 is	 a	 linguistic	 theory	 that	 explains	 the	 process	 of	 meaning-making	 in	 human	
communication	as	a	progression	of	 choices	made	by	 speakers.	 In	other	words,	Halliday	
describes	 language	 as	 a	 social	 semiotic	 system	 of	 choices	 at	 different	 levels;	 speakers	
choose	 from	 a	 range	 of	 resources	 in	 each	 of	 the	 levels	 which	 are	 interrelated,	 thus	
conveying	meaning	(Halliday,	1985).	In	Halliday's	(1994,	p.	15)	words,	language	is	viewed	
“not	as	a	set	of	structures	but	as	a	network	of	SYSTEMS,	or	interrelated	sets	of	options	for	
making	meaning”.	 The	 study	 of	 these	 choices	 provides	 an	 insight	 into	 how	meaning	 is	





plane	 includes	 the	 semantics	 and	 lexicogrammar	 strata	 and	 it	 is	 used	 to	 carry	 out	
interactions	 in	 the	 world.	 At	 the	 semantic	 level,	 “the	 interfacing	 part,	 experience	 and	
interpersonal	relationships	are	transformed	into	meaning”	which	“is	further	transformed	
into	 wording”	 at	 the	 lexicogrammar	 level.	 The	 expression	 plane,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	
includes	the	phonology	and	phonetics	strata	and	it	is	used	to	produce	speech.	Phonetics	
express	 “the	 interfacing	 with	 the	 body’s	 resources	 for	 speech	 and	 for	 hearing”	 while	
phonology	is	used	in	“the	organization	of	speech	sound	into	formal	structures	and	systems”	














































through	 the	 concepts	 of	 field,	 tenor,	 and	mode,	 i.e.	 sets	 of	 variables	 from	 which	 the	
speakers	can	choose	and	which	define	the	register	of	a	text	(Halliday,	1985).	Schleppegrell	
(2012,	p.	22)	defines	register	as	the	“variation	in	linguistic	choices	with	respect	to	context”,	









established	 in	 some	models;	 however,	 this	 relation	 is	 controversial.	Many	 studies	 have	
demonstrated	the	relation	between	interpersonal	meaning	and	the	expression	of	attitudes,	




reflection	 upon	 the	 use	 of	 language	 is	 present.	 However,	 the	 three	 metafunctions	 of	

















clause;	 he	 adds	 that	 “theme	 extends	 from	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 clause	 and	 up	 to	 (and	























by	 the	 speaker	 in	 the	 structuring	 process	 of	 a	 given	utterance.	 In	 Forey's	 (2002,	 p.	 52)	
terms,	 theme	 “is	 seen	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	 construal	 of	 a	 text’s	 meanings,	 to	 the	
organization	of	the	ideas	in	a	text,	and	to	a	reader’s	interpretation	of	the	message”.		
Another	aspect	of	discourse	that	can	be	identified	by	studying	the	themes	is	whether	the	
information	 that	 is	 being	 disclosed	 is	 new	 or,	 on	 the	 contrary,	 it	 has	 been	 introduced	
before.	Halliday	(1994)	affirms	that	theme	is	commonly	connected	with	given	information,	
i.e.	 information	that	has	been	introduced	before,	and	the	rheme	is	connected	with	new	






provide	 a	 comprehensive	 insight	 into	 how	meaning	 is	 conveyed	 and	 how	 discourse	 is	
organized.	Nevertheless,	few	mentions	are	made	of	the	capability	of	non-verbal	semiotic	
modes	to	convey	meaning	in	Halliday’s	theory.	Halliday	and	Matthiessen	(2014)	refer	to	
text	 as	 linguistic	 instantiations	 in	 a	 spoken	 or	 written	 form	 and	 acknowledge	 the	
contribution	that	SFL	can	make	on	the	study	of	other	semiotic	resources	beyond	language.	
However,	 contributions	 to	 the	 study	 of	 non-verbal	 modes	 from	 a	 SFL	 perspective	 are	
provided	by	other	researchers,	for	instance,	in	the	work	on	gestures	carried	out	by	Muntigl	
(2004)	 and	 Hood	 (2011).	 Two	 of	 the	 most	 influential	 pioneering	 applications	 of	 SFL	
metafunctions	to	the	study	of	non-verbal	semiotic	resources	are	Kress	and	van	Leeuwen	
(1996),	 who	 offered	 a	 grammar	 of	 visual	 design,	 and	 O’Toole	 (1994),	 who	 uses	 SFL	
metafunctions	in	the	study	of	meaning	in	sculpture,	architecture	and	classical	art.	These	
two	 studies	 become	 the	 starting	point	 for	 a	 new	 focus	within	 the	 studies	on	discourse	
analysis:	 the	 multimodal	 analysis	 of	 discourse,	 and	 in	 particular	 the	 approaches	 of	

























sets	 of	 actions	 performed	 by	 people	 from	 a	 neutral	 point	 of	 view,	without	 attaching	 a	
special	status	to	any	one	action	in	particular.	He	argues	that	“mediated	discourse	analysis	
is	a	position	which	seeks	to	keep	all	this	complexity	[the	complexity	of	human	interaction]	










on	 the	social	 context	and	 the	speakers.	This	one	principle	 is	 somehow	transmitted	 into	
most	 multimodal	 approaches,	 where	 an	 initial	 equal	 status	 is	 assigned	 to	 all	 modes	
contributing	to	the	conveyance	of	meaning.	In	this	study,	I	deviate	slightly	from	this	idea.	
Although	 I	agree	with	the	fact	that	all	modes	are	capable	of	equally	contributing	to	the	
































times.	The	notion	of	practice	 relates	 to	people’s	previous	experiences	 in	a	given	














to	 develop	 a	 set	 of	 multimodal	 theoretical	 and	 methodological	 tools	 to	 study	 human	
communication	 in	a	holistic	way.	As	 I	discuss	 in	 the	 following	section	and	 in	Chapter	2,	
Multimodal	 (Inter)action	Analysis	 uses	 the	mediated	 action	 as	 the	 starting	 point	 for	 its	
analyses.	 The	 focus	 of	Multimodal	 (Inter)action	 Analysis	 is	 thus	 the	 study	 of	 the	 social	
actors	as	they	perform	mediated	actions	in	sites	of	engagement.	By	looking	at	the	actions,	
the	analyst	is	able	to	look	at	all	modes	from	a	neutral	point	of	view	and	therefore	discern	
which	 modes	 play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 a	 given	 action.	 Both	 the	 theory	 of	 mediated	
discourse	 analysis	 and	 the	 methodological	 tools	 provided	 by	 Multimodal	 (Inter)action	

























order	 to	achieve	 this	aim,	 I	 conduct	a	 series	of	multimodal	 studies	on	 lectures.	 I	ended	
Section	 1.1.4	 by	 showing	 how	 SFL	 does	 not	 contemplate	 the	 conveyance	 of	 meaning	
beyond	the	linguistic	level.	In	this	sense,	multimodal	discourse	analysis	was	born	from	the	
















role	 in	 communication	 but	 also	 how	 these	 interact	 to	 create	 meaning.	 Like	 discourse	
analysis,	the	concept	of	‘multimodal	discourse	analysis’	is	used	here	as	an	umbrella	term.	




2005a;	 Scollon,	 2001;	 Scollon	 &	 Scollon,	 2003).	 The	 first	 approach,	 Multimodal	 Social	








theory	of	mediated	discourse	analysis	that	 I	discussed	 in	Section	1.1.5,	and	 is	organized	
















MDA	and	MIA	as	 I	 aim	 to	 look	at	both,	 the	 semiotic	 systems	as	 sets	of	 choices	 for	 the	
lecturers,	 and	 the	 lecturers	 themselves	 as	 social	 actors	 constantly	 organizing	 their	
discourse.	On	the	one	hand,	an	MDA	will	allow	me	to	explore	what	semiotic	resources	are	










In	 the	previous	 section,	 I	 have	 reviewed	 the	most	 relevant	 theoretical	 notions	 that	 are	
needed	 to	 contextualize	 the	 multimodal	 analysis	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	
lectures.	In	this	section,	I	briefly	explore	the	concept	of	genre	and	its	relevance	to	the	study	
of	discourse	in	academic	settings	and	from	a	multimodal	point	of	view.	In	this	sense,	the	
present	section	serves	as	an	 introduction	to	Section	1.3,	 in	which	 I	explore	 in	detail	 the	
genre	of	lectures	and	previous	research	in	the	field.	Thus,	this	section	unfolds	as	follows:	












academic	 and	 professional	 discourses	 (Bhatia,	 1991,	 1993,	 2001,	 2002,	 2004;	 Fortanet-
Gómez,	2005;	Freedman	&	Medway,	1994;	Räisänen,	1999;	Swales,	1990,	1996,	2004).	The	
notion	 of	 genre,	 however,	 is	 a	 complex	 one	 and	 has	 been	 redefined	 from	 various	
perspectives.	One	of	the	earliest	definitions	of	genre	is	provided	by	Martin	(1984,	p.	25)	
who	 defines	 a	 genre	 as	 “a	 staged,	 goal-oriented,	 purposeful	 activity	 in	which	 speakers	


























Although	 these	 definitions	 fairly	 describe	 the	 basic	 elements	 defining	 a	 genre,	 Swales	
(1990,	 p.	 58),	 in	 a	 more	 concise	 manner,	 provides	 one	 of	 the	 most	 recurrently	 cited	
definitions	of	‘genre’:	
A	genre	comprises	a	class	of	communicative	events,	the	members	of	which	share	some	set	of	
communicative	 purposes.	 These	 purposes	 are	 recognized	 by	 the	 expert	 members	 of	 the	
parent	discourse	community	and	thereby	constitute	the	rationale	for	the	genre.	This	rationale	




group	 of	 people	 (the	 “discourse	 community”)	 and	 with	 a	 common	 goal	 (the	
“communicative	purpose”).	Moreover,	he	refers	to	common	structures,	content,	and	style	
as	 shared	 elements	 within	 the	 members	 of	 a	 discourse	 community.	 The	 concepts	 of	

























a	privileged	criterion	and	one	 that	operates	 to	keep	 the	 scope	of	a	genre	 [...]	narrowly	
focused	 on	 comparable	 rhetorical	 action”	 (Swales,	 1990,	 p.	 58).	 In	 other	 words,	 the	
communicative	purpose	 is	the	central	element	delimiting	the	borders	of	the	genre.	This	
idea,	however,	is	not	always	clear-cut.	Askehave	(1999),	for	example,	argues	that	although	
communicative	 purposes	 can	 indeed	determine	 genres,	 texts	 rarely	 perform	one	 single	
function	 and	 thus,	 determining	 a	 genre	 based	 on	 its	 communicative	 function	 seems	 to	
provide	an	uncomplete	outcome.	This	proposal	is	further	adapted	by	Askehave	and	Swales	
(2001)	 and	 Swales	 (2004)	 who	 accept	 the	 idea	 that	 although	 communicative	 purposes	
remain	important	within	a	given	genre,	they	cannot	be	per	se	defining	traits	and	argue	that	
it	 is	 only	 through	 the	 results	 of	 a	 context-driven	 analysis	 that	 one	 could	 confirm	 the	
communicative	purpose	of	a	text.		







a	 recognizable	 communicative	 event	 characterized	 by	 a	 set	 of	 communicative	 purpose(s)	
identified	 and	 mutually	 understood	 by	 the	 members	 of	 the	 professional	 or	 academic	
community	 in	 which	 it	 regularly	 occurs.	 Most	 often	 it	 is	 highly	 structured	 and	
conventionalized	 with	 constraints	 on	 allowable	 contributions	 in	 terms	 of	 their	 intent,	
positioning,	 form	and	functional	value.	These	constraints,	however,	are	often	exploited	by	





Academic	 and	 Professional	 Purposes	 –see,	 for	 instance,	 Brett	 (1994)	 or	 Dudley-Evans	
(1986,	1987)	for	approaches	towards	English	for	Academic	Purposes	(EAP),	and	Paltridge	











definition	 is	 the	 reference	 to	 the	 expert	members	 in	 a	 discourse	 community	 and	 their	
connection	to	the	genre	constraints.	He	argues	that	specialists	in	a	genre	can	make	use	of	








professional	 and	 academic	 genres	 and	 the	 study	 of	 structures.	 Bhatia’s	 view	 of	 genre,	
where	the	academic	discourse	and	the	importance	of	structures	are	foregrounded,	seems	
to	 fit	 the	 purposes	 of	 my	 study	 as	 it	 could	 help	 unfold	 some	 of	 the	 intricacies	 in	 the	
structuring	process	of	academic	lectures.		
The	study	of	genres	is	commonly	referred	to	as	‘genre	analysis’	and	is	defined	as	“the	study	







(Hyon,	 1996)	 and	 investigates	 native	 speakers	 of	 English	 in	 advanced	 education;	 the	
Swalesian	 or	 ESP	 School	 (Bhatia,	 1993;	 Dudley-Evans,	 1986,	 1987,	 1994;	 Johns,	 1997;	



























Although	 the	 focus	 of	my	 study	 is	 exclusively	 on	 the	 study	of	 lectures,	 it	 seems	 fair	 to	
acknowledge	some	of	the	main	studies	exploring	written	discourse.	Researchers	exploring	











example,	 comparing	 their	 structure	 with	 research	 articles	 (Rowley-Jolivet	 &	 Carter-







study	 of	 rhetorical	 structures	 (Young,	 1994)	 with	 a	 focus	 on	 different	 parts	 like	 the	
introductions	 (Lee,	 2009;	 Palmer	 Silveira,	 2004;	 Thompson,	 1994),	 and	 the	 conclusions	
(Cheng,	2012);	the	study	of	lecturing	styles	(Dudley-Evans,	1994;	Goffman,	1981),	the	use	






genre	 and	 the	 degree	 of	 interaction	 between	 speakers	 and	 listeners.	 According	 to	 her,	
spoken	academic	genres	are	classified	as:	







objective	 as	 it	 can	 present	 material	 (expository	 genre),	 it	 can	 include	 interaction	
(interactive	 genre)	 and	 it	 is	 also	 used	 to	 teach	 students	 (teaching	 genre).	 Moreover,	
Fortanet-Gómez	(2005)	argues	that	the	association	of	the	degree	of	interaction	between	
speakers	and	listeners	together	with	that	of	the	purpose	of	genres	in	Giménez’s	categories	
is	 confusing.	 She	 then	presents	a	new	classification	 solely	based	on	 the	purpose	of	 the	
genre	 without	 taking	 into	 account	 the	 degree	 of	 interaction	 between	 speakers	 and	
listeners.	 Fortanet-Gómez	 describes	 three	 main	 types	 of	 spoken	 academic	 genres:	
classroom	genres,	 research	 genres,	 and	 institutional	 genres	 (see	 Figure	 1.5).	 Classroom	
genres,	on	the	one	hand,	refer	to	those	genres	that	can	be	encountered	in	tuition	processes	
































































genres,	 i.e.	 those	 genres	 that	 are	 related	 to	 the	 process	 of	 giving	 talks	 in	 conferences,	
(plenary	 lecture,	 paper	 presentation,	 poster	 presentation,	 workshop	 and	 research	
meeting);	and	other	research	genres,	which	include	genres	that	take	place	at	the	university	
(PhD	 thesis	 defenses,	 Master’s	 thesis	 presentations	 and	 research	 projects).	 Finally,	
Fortanet-Gómez	 creates	 a	 third	 category,	 labelled	 ‘institutional	 genres’	 where	 she	
encompasses	those	activities	that	cannot	be	directly	linked	to	the	classroom	or	to	research	
































The	 concept	 of	 lecture	 as	 employed	 in	 this	 thesis	 is	 a	 complex	 one	 that	 requires	










with	 written	 texts	 like	 PowerPoint	 presentations,	 or	 the	 use	 of	 new	 technologies	 and	
software.	Finally,	Malavska	(2016)	argues	that	lectures	have	intertextual	features	as	draw	
from	previous	texts	that	are	referred	to	during	the	lecture	(Crawford	Camiciottoli,	2007).	










new	 interactive	 methods	 are	 changing	 the	 traditional	 lecturing	 landscape.	 Interactive	
lectures	have	been	studied	from	genre	analysis	perspectives.	Morell	(2004),	for	example,	
compares	the	discourse	in	 interactive	and	in	non-interactive	lectures	 in	terms	of	textual	
and	 interpersonal	 discursive	 strategies	 showing	 a	 greater	 amount	 of	 these	 elements	 in	
interactive	lectures.		
On	the	contrary,	the	use	of	traditional	lectures	in	today’s	universities	has	received	some	
criticism:	DiPiro	 (2009),	 for	 example,	 argues	 that	passive	 lectures	 are	not	 acceptable	 in	




online	 lectures	 –see,	 for	 instance,	 Schultze-Mosgau,	 Zielinski,	 and	 Lochne	 (2004),	 or	
Williams,	Birch,	and	Hancock	(2012).	Kini	(2011)	argues	that	this	new	type	of	lecture	is	the	
result	 of	 policies	 to	engage	 students	 at	 a	 low	 cost.	 Still	 and	all,	 different	outcomes	are	

























Carlson	 (2005)	 shows	 how	 lecture-based	 approaches	 have	 obtained	 higher	 ratings	 by	
students	when	compared	to	problem-based	 learning.	Similarly,	van	der	Merwe,	van	Zyl,	
Nel,	 and	 Joubert	 (2014)	 suggest	 differences	 in	 the	perception	of	 traditional	 lectures	 by	
both,	 lecturers	 and	 students;	 while	 the	 former	 mostly	 agree	 with	 the	 statement	 that	
traditional	lectures	are	outdated	(54.7%),	only	39.8%	of	the	students	think	so.	In	terms	of	
motivational	techniques,	Hodgson	(2005)	studies	the	importance	of	lecturer	enthusiasm	as	






academic	 world,	 lectures	 are	 basically	 the	 only	 feasible	 teaching	 method.	 They	 lend	









the	 following	 sections,	 I	 further	 explore	 the	 genre	 of	 lectures.	 In	 Section	 1.3.1	 and	 its	

















and	the	way	knowledge	 is	acquired,	and	on	the	other	hand,	on	 linguistic	aspects	of	 the	





of	mediated	 actions.	 In	 this	 sense,	 two	aspects	 seem	 to	play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 how	














which	 contain	 an	 elevated	 amount	 of	 informational	 content	 that	 is	 not	 necessarily	
delivered	in	a	highly	formal	register.	Although	Morrison’s	classification	serves	as	a	broad	
categorization	of	lectures	according	to	their	formality,	it	offers	little	insight	into	the	specific	






current	 situation	 in	 the	 classroom.	 In	 other	 words,	 lectures	 are	 delivered	 in	 a	 rather	
conversational	manner	with	 the	 assistance	 of	 notes.	Goffman	 (1981,	 p.	 172),	 however,	
states	that	“fresh	talk	itself	is	something	of	an	illusion	of	itself,	never	being	as	fresh	as	it	
seems”.	 Goffman’s	 classification	 is	 somehow	more	 complete	 than	Morrison’s;	 still,	 the	
differences	between	memorization	and	aloud	reading	are	not	clearly	described,	and	fresh	
talk	 lectures	seem	to	be	restricted	in	terms	of	how	spontaneous	they	are.	 In	this	sense,	







deliver	 it	 as	 if	 they	 were	 reading	 it”	 (Dudley-Evans,	 1994,	 p.	 148).	 In	 terms	 of	
phonological	 characteristics,	Dudley-Evans	and	 Johns	 (1981,	p.	34)	describe	 it	 as	
“characterized	by	short	tone	groups,	and	narrowness	of	intonational	range”	with	a	
predominant	falling	tone.	
b) Conversational	 style:	 It	 refers	 to	 those	 lectures	 “in	 which	 lecturers	 deliver	 the	
lecture	 from	 notes	 and	 in	 a	 relatively	 informal	 style	 with	 a	 certain	 amount	 of	




c) Rhetorical	 style:	 It	encompasses	 sessions	“in	which	 lecturers	give	a	performance	
with	jokes	and	digressions”	(Dudley-Evans,	1994,	p.	148).	This	lecturing	style	offers	
the	 widest	 intonational	 range.	 Asides	 and	 digressions	 are	 present	 and	 may	 be	
marked	by	key	and	tempo	shifts.		
Dudley-Evans	 and	 Johns's	 (1981)	 classification,	 though	 over	 35	 years	 old,	 seems	 to	 be	
generally	 accepted	 by	 researchers	 and	 has	 not	 been	 modified	 so	 far.	 In	 fact,	 this	
classification	has	proven	to	be	useful,	for	instance,	in	the	study	of	lexical	phases	in	lectures	
(DeCarrico	&	Nattinger,	1988);	 in	 the	exploration	of	engagement	 through	a	multimodal	
study	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 constrained	 by	 lecturing	 styles	 (Bernad-Mechó	&	 Fortanet-
Gómez,	 forthcoming);	or	 in	a	multimodal	 analysis	of	 interaction	 (Crawford	Camiciottoli,	
2016).	Dudley-Evans	and	Johns's	(1981)	description	of	lecturing	styles	offers,	in	my	view,	a	
more	accurate	representation	of	traditional	 lectures	that	describes	 lecturers	 in	terms	of	
how	 static	 lectures	 are.	 While	 reading	 style	 lectures	 seem	 to	 offer	 little	 room	 for	
improvisation,	 conversational	 and	 rhetorical	 style	 lectures	 can	 include	 a	 degree	 of	
spontaneity,	particularly	common	in	the	latter.	In	this	sense,	the	extent	to	which	lecturers	
can	show	improvisation	appears	to	be	determined	by	the	use	of	notes.	Still	and	all,	 the	


















in	Dudley-Evans	and	Johns’s	terms	by	taking	 into	account	the	 interaction	of	 lecturers	as	
they	resort	to	their	notes.	Therefore,	reading	style	lecturers	read	through	their	notes	most	
of	 the	 time	 –although	 some	 spontaneous	 commentaries	 can	 be	 found-;	 conversational	














member	of	 the	discipline	 community,	 through	 researching	debating,	 publishing”	
and	so	on.	In	this	model,	lecturers	guide	students	by	suggesting	readings	that	foster	















c) Radical	 student-centeredness:	 This	 approach	 “foregrounds	 development	 of	 self,	
realignment	 of	 values,	 coping	 with	 acquiring	 an	 identity	 as	 a	 member	 of	 a	
knowledge	 community”.	 In	 this	 approach,	 students	 are	 in	 charge	 of	 their	 own	




and	 development	 entailed	 in	 making	 sense	 within	 an	 unfamiliar	 field	 or	
knowledge”.	 In	 this	 approach,	 lecturers	 are	 involved	 in	 an	 active	 process	 with	
students	 and	 provide	 opportunities	 to	 stimulate	 the	 students’	 minds	 through	
problem	 solving,	 reflection	 or	 debating	 (Fortanet-Gómez,	 2013).	 Constructivism	
seems	appropriate	at	all	levels	of	higher	education.		
The	description	proposed	by	Northedge	and	McArthur	(2009)	defines	lectures	in	terms	of	
the	 involvement	 of	 the	 lecturers	 and	 the	 students	 in	 the	 active	 process	 of	 learning.	
Northedge	 and	 McArthur	 argue	 that	 these	 models	 can	 be	 combined	 in	 the	 teaching	
practice	depending	on	the	specific	aims	of	the	session.	The	description	of	approaches	to	
lectures	 here	 described	 serves	 to	 define	 the	 type	 of	 lectures	 explored	 in	 this	 thesis	 in	
relation	to	the	involvement	of	the	lecturers	and	the	students.	Thus,	in	the	present	study,	I	
am	 concerned	 with	 lecture-centered	 lectures.	 In	 particular,	 I	 examine	 reading,	
conversational	and	rhetorical	lecture-centered	lectures.	These	lectures	are	characterized	
by	 being	 delivered	 by	 lecturers	 that	 provide	 high	 amounts	 of	 content	 information	 and	
students	that	have	no	interaction	in	the	lecture	and	learn	by	listening	to	the	contents.	This	













of	 the	 structures	 of	 genres	 –see	 Bakhtin	 (1986),	 Bhatia	 (1993),	 or	 Swales's	 (1990)	
definitions	of	genre.	This	is	no	exception	in	the	genre	of	lectures,	where	the	structuring	and	
organizational	 mechanisms	 become	 essential	 in	 the	 listening	 comprehension	 process	
(Flowerdew	 &	 Tauroza,	 1995;	 Fortanet-Gómez	 &	 Belles,	 2005;	 Strodt-López,	 1991;	
Thompson,	1994;	Young,	1994),	and	to	engage	the	active	learning	of	students	(Race,	1993).	
The	 importance	of	structuring	processes	of	 lectures	 is	also	recognized	by	Chaudron	and	
Richards	(1986)	and	DeCarrico	and	Nattinger	(1988)	who	bring	to	the	fore	the	relevance	in	
the	 comprehension	 process	 of	 explicit	 verbal	 signals	 reflecting	 on	 the	 structure	 of	 the	
lectures.	These	signals,	as	I	discuss	in	Chapter	3,	can	take	place	in	the	form	of	metadiscourse	
–see	Ädel	(2006)	and	Hyland	(2005)-,	which	is	one	of	the	elements	that	 I	will	explore	 in	
detail	 in	 my	 study.	 Organizational	 metadiscourse	 is	 particularly	 useful	 to	 establish	


















where	 the	 lecturer	 reminds	 the	 students	of	 the	contents	 that	have	 just	been	unfolded.	
Although	 this	 perspective	 towards	 the	 structure	 of	 lectures	 may	 be	 useful	 during	 the	
lecturers’	preparation	of	sessions,	it	seems	rather	simplistic	from	a	discourse	analysis	point	
of	view.	 In	 this	 sense,	 studies	within	genre	analysis	explore	 the	 structure	of	 lectures	as	
sequences	of	sub-elements	that	carry	out	distinct	functions.	
One	 of	 the	 examples	 of	 an	 extensive	 investigation	 on	 the	 structure	 of	 lectures	 is	 Cook	
(1975).	 This	 researcher	 regards	 lectures	 as	made	 up	 of	 series	 of	 expositions	 which	 are	
similar	to	what	he	describes	as	pedagogical	phases	determined	by	the	teaching	content	of	
the	 lecture.	 Expositions,	 in	 turn,	 are	made	 up	 of	 episodes,	 which	 consist	 of	 strands	 of	
speech	with	specific	functions.	Cook	identifies	four	types	of	episodes:	expectation,	focal,	
developmental	 and	 closing	 episodes.	 Moreover,	 he	 refers	 to	 twelve	 types	 of	 moves	
occurring	in	the	lectures:	focusing,	concluding,	describing,	asserting,	summarizing,	relating,	
recommending,	 listing,	 justifying,	 qualifying,	 contrasting	 and	 explaining.	 Although	 the	
identification	of	moves	in	Cook’s	description	of	the	structures	of	lectures	seems	to	explore	
a	wide	range	of	functions,	it	lacks	an	extensive	description	of	their	individual	characteristics	
and	 how	 they	 succeed	 one	 another.	 In	 addition,	 and	 even	 though	 some	organizational	




her	 paper,	 Young	 examines	 the	 macro-structures	 of	 lectures	 in	 terms	 of	 phases	 and	
describes	 some	 of	 the	 micro-features	 that	 characterize	 these	 phases.	 Following	 a	 SFL	














analysis	 seems	 to	 reveal	 a	more	 accurate	 configuration	 of	 the	 discourse	 structure	 of	 university	





168)	 distinguishes	 six	 types	 of	 structuring	 phases.	 Out	 of	 these,	 three	 are	 labeled	 as	
metadiscoursal	phases	(Discourse	structuring	phase,	Conclusion,	and	Evaluation)	and	are	





b) Conclusion:	 “lecturers	 summarize	 points	 they	 have	 made	 throughout	 the	
discourse”.	
c) Evaluation:	 “the	 lecturer	 reinforces	 each	 of	 the	 other	 strands	 by	 evaluating	
























and	 examples,	 which	 encompass	 instances	 of	 interaction	 with	 the	 audience	 and	















segment	 in	my	 study.	 Focusing	 on	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	metadiscourse,	 structuring	
segments	refer	to	sections	in	the	lecture	where	there	is	a	higher	presence	of	this	type	of	
metadiscourse.	By	using	this	concept,	I	can	identify	relevant	sections	in	the	lecture	where	
organizational	 processes	 take	 place.	 Structuring	 segments	 are	 commonly	 found	 in	 the	
introductions	 of	 the	 lectures,	 although	 they	 can	 also	 be	 encountered	 throughout	 the	
lecture,	especially	in	instances	where	the	lecturer	moves	from	one	topic	to	another.	These	
segments,	 in	 turn,	 are	made	 up	 by	 successions	 of	 phases;	mainly	 discourse	 structuring	
phases,	but	also	other	metadiscoursal	and	content	phases.		





within	 the	phase	concluding,	 although	 this	 is	not	 clearly	made	explicit	 in	Young	 (1994).	
During	the	introduction	to	this	lecture,	the	lecturer	reviews	some	concepts	dealt	with	in	
previous	 sessions	 and	 outlines	 the	 contents	 of	 the	 present	 one;	 these	 actions	 are	
characterized	 by	 an	 ample	 use	 of	 organizational	metadiscourse.	 However,	 the	 lecturer	




more	 general	 view	 of	 how	 the	 organization	 of	 lectures	 occurs	 can	 be	 obtained.	 By	


































































organize	 the	 message.	 In	 short,	 introductions	 seem	 to	 play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 the	
development	 of	 lectures.	 According	 to	 Thompson	 (1994,	 pp.	 174–175),	 “lecture	
introductions	are	significant	because	they	offer	an	opportunity	for	the	lecturer	to	establish	
an	 interpretative	 framework	 for	 the	 audience	 to	 use	 as	 they	 listen	 to	 the	 rest	 of	 the	










aims	 to	 provide	 the	 audience	 with	 information	 and	 guidance	 for	 the	 lecture;	 and	 the	
function	of	putting	the	topic	in	context,	in	which	the	lecturer	situates	the	audience	in	the	
appropriate	 context	 to	 understand	 the	 topic.	 Furthermore,	 Thompson	 (1994)	 identifies	
several	sub-functions	(see	Figure	1.7).	Thus,	the	function	of	setting	up	the	framework	may	
include	the	sub-functions	of	announcing	the	topic;	 indicating	the	scope	of	 the	topic,	 i.e.	
how	 much	 about	 the	 topic	 will	 be	 said;	 outlining	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 lecture;	 and/or	
presenting	the	aims	of	the	lecture.	On	the	other	hand,	when	putting	the	topic	in	context,	
the	 lecturers	 can	 show	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 topic,	 i.e.	 they	 can	 provide	 evaluative	
comments	that	reflect	on	the	significance	of	the	topic;	relate	new	to	given,	in	other	words,	
appeal	 to	the	shared	knowledge	with	the	audience;	and/or	refer	to	earlier	 lectures.	She	
further	 describes	 how	 several	 sequences	 of	 these	 sub-functions	 are	 arranged	 in	 the	









up	 the	 lecture	 framework	and	putting	 the	 topic	 in	context);	however,	 lecturers	 in	 larger	


































where	“the	 lecturer	explicitly	 involves	 the	students	 in	 the	unfolding	of	 the	 information,	
thereby	ensuring	that	the	audience	is	aware	of	the	nature	of	the	activity	in	which	they	are	

















2006,	 2010)	 as	 one	 of	 the	 resources	 that	 lecturers	 could	 turn	 to.	 In	 this	 sense,	 the	
examination	of	metadiscourse	 (see	Chapter	3)	may	be	of	 interest	 in	order	 to	delve	 into	
Palmer	Silveira’s	results.		





go	 beyond	 a	 linguistic	 exploration	 of	 the	 structure	 of	 lectures	 and	 I	 analyze	 how	
metadiscourse	is	conveyed	through	a	multiplicity	of	modes	and	how	structures	are	carried	
out	in	terms	of	multimodal	mediated	actions	(Norris,	2004).	From	this	perspective,	I	explore	
in	Chapter	7	 the	use	of	 a	 range	of	 semiotic	 resources	 co-occurring	with	metadiscursive	
instances	 in	 structuring	 segments.	 This	 analysis	 describes	 how	 organizational	
metadiscourse	is	conveyed	as	a	combination	of	modes	to	guide	the	audience	through	the	
lectures.	Moreover,	I	argue	that	traditional	explorations	on	the	structure	of	lectures	only	
offer	a	perspective	on	 the	 linguistic	contents	and	do	not	consider	 the	 lecturer	as	a	 real	
social	actor	performing	the	action	of	lecturing.	In	this	sense,	a	multimodal	exploration	of	
how	 lecturers	perform	different	 sequences	of	 actions	 to	 signal	 the	development	of	 the	
lecture	may	provide	a	further	insight	into	the	exploration	of	structure.	This	is	the	focus	of	










has	been	developed	by	many	 researchers	 into	 the	 study	of	 lectures	beyond	a	 linguistic	
perspective.	 Some	 of	 these	 studies	 consider	 non-verbal	 embodied	 modes	 to	 convey	
meaning	–for	instance,	Bernad-Mechó	(2017a),	Bernad-Mechó	and	Fortanet-Gómez	(2017,	
forthcoming),	Crawford	Camiciottoli	(2016),	and	Thesen	(2016)-,	the	use	of	visuals	(Bruti,	
2015;	Gunel,	Hand,	&	Gunduz,	2006),	 the	use	of	 the	board	 (Fox	&	Artemeva,	2013),	or	
multimedia	 learning	 (Tan,	 O’Halloran,	 &	Wignell,	 2016).	 Fortanet-Gómez	 and	 Crawford	
Camiciottoli	(2015)	argue	that	multimodal	research	in	the	classroom	can	be	looked	at	from	
two	points	of	view:	by	either	focusing	on	the	communication	process	between	teachers	
and	 students	 and	 how	 this	 process	 can	 be	mediated	 through	 teaching	materials,	 or	 by	
teaching	multimodal	 skills	 to	 raise	 awareness	 about	multimodal	 texts	 –see	 for	 instance	
O’Halloran,	Tan,	and	E	(2017).	In	my	thesis,	I	focus	on	the	former,	and	in	particular,	on	how	
lecturers	convey	organizational	meaning.	In	other	words,	I	intend	to	explore	how	lecturers	
communicate	 the	 organization	 of	 their	 lectures,	 with	 a	 particular	 interest	 in	 how	 non-
verbal	 modes	 contribute	 to	 this	 conveyance	 of	 meaning.	 Although	 many	 multimodal	
studies	have	been	conducted	with	a	focus	on	lectures,	few	of	them	particularly	concentrate	
on	lecturers	and	their	communicative	process	through	a	multiplicity	of	modes.	
Fortanet-Gómez	 and	Ruiz-Madrid	 (2014)	explore	 the	multimodal	 extent	 of	 questions	 in	














Another	researcher	who	has	carried	out	multimodal	studies	with	a	 focus	on	 lecturers	 is	
Crawford	Camiciottoli.		For	instance,	in	Crawford	Camiciottoli	(2015),	this	author	analyzes	
five	Humanities	 lectures	with	 a	 focus	on	how	explanations	 are	 carried	out.	Using	 ELAN	
(Wittenburg,	 Brugman,	 Russel,	 Klassmann,	 &	 Sloetjes,	 2006)	 –see	 Section	 2.4.2-,	 she	
explores	the	co-occurrence	of	prosodic	stress,	gaze,	and	gestures	with	verbal	explanations.	
At	a	 linguistic	 level,	Crawford	Camiciottoli	 concludes	 that	Humanities	 lecturers	 seem	 to	




Camiciottoli	 argues	 that	 this	 particular	 combination	 of	 modes	 in	 explanatory	 sections	
reinforces	 comprehension	and	carries	out	 the	 function	of	engaging	 the	audience	 in	 the	
learning	process.	In	a	more	recent	study	(Crawford	Camiciottoli,	2016),	this	researcher	goes	
on	to	study	interactional	devices	between	lecturers	and	students	and	how	this	interaction	

















lecturers	 need	 to	 face	 in	 their	 first	 experiences	 in	 higher	 education.	 In	 this	 sense,	 a	
multimodal	 approach	 towards	 the	 structure	 of	 lectures	 would	 reveal	 interesting	 facts	
about	how	lectures	are	organized	and	how	this	organization	is	signaled	to	the	students.	
Similarly,	lecturing	styles	have	not	been	considered	in	multimodal	studies.	In	this	regard,	
and	 even	 though	 the	 use	 of	 non-verbal	 modes	 varies	 from	 person	 to	 person	 and	 is	
influenced	by	personal	and	social	traits	(Galloway,	1972),	I	argue	that	the	lecturing	style	of	
a	lecturer	is	a	variable	that	needs	to	be	taken	into	account	when	exploring	how	lectures	
are	 structured	 and	 how	 meaning	 is	 conveyed	 multimodally.	 These	 aspects	 have	 been	
considered	in	a	series	of	preliminary	studies	using	the	corpus	compiled	for	this	thesis:	
In	 Bernad-Mechó	 and	 Fortanet-Gómez	 (2017),	 we	 compare	 the	 multimodal	 use	 of	
previewing	 and	 reviewing	 metadiscourse	 in	 two	 lectures	 (one	 in	 English	 and	 one	 in	
Spanish).	At	a	quantitative	level,	the	lecturer	using	English	as	a	medium	of	instruction	(a	
conversational	style	lecturer)	used	considerably	more	previewing	metadiscourse	than	the	
lecturer	 teaching	 in	 Spanish	 (a	 rhetorical	 style	 lecturer).	 The	 use	 of	 reviewing	
metadiscourse,	on	the	other	hand,	was	very	similar.	From	a	multimodal	point	of	view,	both	
lecturers	 appear	 to	 accompany	 spontaneous	 metadiscursive	 instances	 with	 deictic	
gestures,	 gaze	 towards	 the	 audience	 and	 a	 parenthetical	 intonation	 characterized	 by	 a	
shorter	syllabic	duration	and	a	lower	volume.	In	this	paper,	we	argue	that	the	quantitative	
differences	 in	the	use	of	metadiscourse	seem	to	be	related	to	the	 lecturing	style	of	 the	
lecturers	rather	than	to	the	use	of	one	language	or	another.	Thus,	the	conversational	style	
lecturer	would	 use	more	metadiscursive	 devices	 than	 the	 rhetorical	 one.	 These	 results	
coincide	 with	 those	 in	 a	 more	 recent	 study	 (Bernad-Mechó	 &	 Fortanet-Gómez,	
forthcoming)	where	we	offer	quantitative	 results	 showing	 that	 rhetorical	 style	 lecturers	
employ	fewer	metadiscursive	strategies	than	conversational	or	reading	style	lecturers.	In	
addition,	 in	 this	 study,	we	 examine	 how	 lecturers	 engage	 students	 through	 the	 use	 of	







towards	 the	 audience,	 performs	posture	 shifts	 and	uses	 intonation	 to	 give	 emphasis;	 a	




Lastly,	 in	Bernad-Mechó	 (2017a),	 I	 turn	 to	 the	 structuring	process	of	 the	 lectures	 and	 I	
explore	how	topics	are	introduced	in	a	History	lecture	by	a	conversational	style	lecturer.	By	
using	an	MIA	approach	(Norris,	2004,	2011)	(see	Section	2.2.3),	I	describe	the	sequences	of	
actions	 performed	 by	 the	 lecturer	 and	 the	 attention	 devoted	 to	 the	 verbal	 use	 of	
organizational	 metadiscourse	 to	 introduce	 topics.	 The	 results	 seem	 to	 indicate	 that	
metadiscourse	is	used	as	a	transitional	element	employed	by	the	lecturer	to	move	from	
one	content	phase	to	another.	Furthermore,	 the	modal	density	of	 these	metadiscursive	
fragments,	 i.e.	 the	 level	 of	 attention	 received,	 is	 low.	 In	 this	 sense,	 introducing	 topic	
metadiscourse	commonly	 receives	medium	attention	by	 the	 lecturer.	Two	 functions	 for	
introducing	topic	metadiscourse	can	be	identified	in	this	lecture:	to	signal	the	direction	of	
the	lecture,	as	expected,	but	also	as	a	verbal	filler	while	the	lecturer	organizes	his	notes.	
Finally,	 the	multimodal	 analysis	 showed	 that	 the	 use	 of	 notes	 as	 a	mediational	means	
seems	 to	 play	 a	 relevant	 role	 for	 this	 lecturer.	 Indeed,	 two	 types	 of	 actions	 can	 be	
established	in	this	lecture:	those	that	are	note-driven	and	those	that	are	spontaneous.	
These	preliminary	studies	shed	some	new	light	on	the	possibilities	provided	by	conducting	














extracted	 from	 an	 online	 compendium	 of	 lectures.	 OpenCourseWare	 (OCW)	 constitute	
online	collections	of	course	lectures	and	lecture	materials	which	are	made	available	to	the	






MIT,	 as	 examples	 of	 the	main	 promoters	 (Yang	&	 Sun,	 2013).	Most	 of	 these	OCW	 are	
organized	under	the	Open	Education	Consortium	(former	OCW	Consortium)5,	an	entity	that	
encompasses	educational	institutions	and	organizations	around	the	globe	with	the	aim	to	
promote	 and	 advance	 openness	 in	 education.	 Ultimately,	 the	 main	 aim	 of	 OCW	 is	 to	









the	 ways	 in	 which,	 proficiency,	 lecture	 comprehension,	 and	 vocabulary	 acquisition	 are	
















It	 is	 important	to	remark	that	OCW	differ	 from	Massive	Open	Online	Courses	 (MOOCs).	
While	the	former	consist	of	collections	of	materials	that	can	be	freely	accessed	and	used	
as	the	individual	desires,	the	latter	are	designed	as	courses	with	a	structure	and	a	number	
of	 assignments	 to	 be	 carried	 out	 by	 all	 enrolled	 participants	 and	 commonly	 offer	
certificates	of	completion	at	the	end.	In	the	case	of	the	MOOCs,	the	activities	and	resources	
are	 generally	 accessible	 during	 a	 limited	 period	 of	 time.	Moreover,	MOOCs	 encourage	




tools	 and	 strategies	 based	 on	 the	 Social	 Web	 principles.	 One	 of	 the	 main	 differences	
between	OCW-S	and	traditional	MOOCs	is	that	OCW-S	would	still	be	based	on	large	OCW	
materials	 that	 could	 be	 accessed	 at	 all	 times.	 The	 lectures	 analyzed	 in	 this	 thesis	 are	
selected	from	Yale	University	OCW6.	They	are	traditional	face-to-face	 lectures	that	have	
been	 recorded,	 compiled	 and	 published	 online	 for	 free	 access.	 In	 other	 words,	 these	
lectures	are	not	intended	for	an	online	audience	or	as	part	of	a	virtual	course,	but	rather	
they	 are	 traditional	 lectures	 occurring	 at	 Yale	 University.	 In	 Bernad-Mechó	 (2015b,	
forthcoming)	 I	 carry	 out	 a	 three-phase	 analysis	 of	 the	 macro-structure	 of	 Open	 Yale	


















computer	 environment,	 it	 tends	 to	 be	 faithfully	 replicated	 and,	 initially	 at	 least,	 not	 to	
exploit	the	capabilities	of	its	new	medium”.		
In	conclusion,	OCW	is	an	interesting	field	for	study	that	is	still	largely	unexplored.	Further	





present	 study	and	 that	 contribute	 to	 the	creation	of	a	methodological	 framework	 for	a	
multimodal	 analysis	 of	 lectures.	 In	 particular,	 I	 have	 explored	 the	 notions	 of	 discourse	
analysis	 and	 various	 paradigms	within	 the	 discourse	 analysis	 tradition	 (pragmatics,	 SFL,	
mediated	discourse	analysis	and	multimodal	discourse	analysis),	which,	together	with	the	

























This	chapter	 is	concerned	with	multimodality	and	 its	application	 to	 the	study	of	human	
communication	and	discourse	analysis	studies.	In	the	first	part,	i.e.	Section	2.1,	I	introduce	
the	concept	of	multimodality,	its	relevance,	and	its	development	in	recent	years.	In	Section	
2.2,	 I	 first	 look	at	 the	 three	main	approaches	 towards	multimodality:	Multimodal	Social	













As	 I	 introduced	 in	 Section	 1.1.6,	 multimodality	 and	 multimodal	 methodologies	 have	
acquired	an	increasing	importance	in	the	last	two	decades.	Multimodality	starts	from	the	



















Multimodal	 methodologies	 have	 been	 applied	 in	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 disciplines	 such	 as	
painting,	architecture	and	sculpture	(O’Toole,	1994,	2011),	advertising,	websites	and	visual	
art	 (Adami,	 2015;	Bezemer	&	Kress,	 2014;	Domingo,	2014;	Domingo	et	 al.,	 2015;	Knox,	
2009;	Kress	&	 van	 Leeuwen,	 1996;	 Tan,	 2009,	 2010),	 film	 studies	 (Bateman	&	Schmidt,	
2012;	 Iedema,	 2004;	 O’Halloran,	 2004b;	 Tseng,	 2008;	 Tseng	 &	 Bateman,	 2010),	 music	
(Callaghan	&	McDonald,	2002;	van	Leeuwen,	1999;	West,	2009),	or	spatial	semiotics	(Pang,	
2004;	 Ravelli	 &	 Stenglin,	 2008;	 Stenglin,	 2009,	 2011).	 Nevertheless,	 and	 despite	 being	
applied	 in	 this	 wide	 variety	 of	 disciplines,	 multimodality	 has	 developed	 its	 greatest	
significance	within	the	field	of	applied	linguistics	with	special	emphasis	on	the	research	on	
EAP	 (Bernad-Mechó,	 2015a;	 Bernad-Mechó	 &	 Fortanet-Gómez,	 2017,	 forthcoming;	
Crawford	 Camiciottoli,	 2015,	 2016;	 Crawford	 Camiciottoli	 &	 Fortanet-Gómez,	 2015;	
Fortanet-Gómez	&	Ruiz-Madrid,	2014,	2016,	Jewitt,	2008a,	2008b,	2009b,	2011;	Kress	et	
al.	2001;	Kress	et	al.,	2004;	Morell,	2013,	2015;	Norte	Fernández-Pacheco,	2016a,	2016b;	






This	 expansion	 in	multimodal	 analyses	 has	 been	 possible	mainly	 thanks	 to	 the	 parallel	
development	 of	 new	 technologies.	 Technologies,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 have	 expanded	 the	
possibilities	 for	multimodal	 communication.	 Ventola,	 Charles,	 and	 Kaltenbacher,	 (2004)	
argue	 that	 the	 arrival	 of	 new	media	 forced	 analysts	 to	 investigate	 these	 new	 semiotic	
combinations.	On	 the	other	hand,	 technologies	have	equally	provided	 researchers	with	
tools	for	multimodal	analysis.	Thus,	as	a	result	of	the	development	of	new	technologies,	it	
is	 now	 possible	 to	 record	 and	 store	 large	 amounts	 of	 multimodal	 data	 that	 can	 be	
systematically	 annotated	 and	 analyzed.	 On	 top	 of	 that,	 the	 emergence	 of	 several	
multimodal	 annotation	 tools	 (Rohlfing	et	 al.,	 2006)	has	allowed	 for	a	deeper	 study	and	
understanding	of	multimodality.		
Multimodality	 is	ultimately	concerned	with	how	meaning	 is	made	and	remade	and	how	
various	 semiotic	 resources	 contribute	 to	 communication.	 The	 greatest	 turning	 point	 of	
multimodality	 is	 its	 detachment	 from	 traditional	 linguistic	 analyses	 in	 which	 only	 the	
written	or	spoken	language	modes	are	considered.	 In	this	sense,	multimodality	takes	all	
modes	 into	account	at	the	same	initial	 level	of	 importance	providing	a	new	lens	for	the	
study	of	communication.	Jewitt	(2013),	for	example,	affirms	that	language	(as	a	mode)	is	
part	of	a	multimodal	ensemble;	it	is,	therefore,	just	one	more	element	within	a	complex	







Although	 these	 ideas	 seem	 to	 be	 consistent	 in	 most	 multimodal	 studies,	 there	 are,	



















Discourse	 Analysis	 (Baldry,	 2004;	 Baldry	 &	 Thibault,	 2006;	 O’Halloran,	 2004a,	 2005,	
O’Toole,	2004,	2011)	(also	known	as	Systemic	Functional	–	Multimodal	Discourse	Analysis),	
and	Multimodal	(Inter)action	Analysis	(Norris,	2004;	Norris	&	Jones,	2005a;	Scollon,	2001;	
Scollon	&	 Scollon,	 2003).	 These	models	 are	 described	 in	 sections	 2.2.1,	 2.2.2	 and	 2.2.3	
respectively.	
The	three	main	approaches	to	multimodality	differ	in	their	underlying	theories,	the	degree	
of	 importance	 placed	 on	 the	 context	 and	 the	 interrelationship	 among	modes,	 and	 the	
degree	of	attention	that	the	sign-maker	receives	(Jewitt,	2014).	Despite	their	differences	
in	 focus,	 these	 approaches	 are	 not	 necessarily	 mutually	 exclusive.	 In	 fact,	 boundaries	












Analysis	 approach	as	well	 as	 some	concepts	 from	Multimodal	 Social	 Semiotics	 that	will	
allow	for	an	in-depth	examination	of	the	modes	as	they	are	being	used	in	lectures	and	the	
interrelation	among	them	when	conveying	metadiscourse.	Moreover,	I	use	a	Multimodal	








on	 Halliday's	 (1973)	 Systemic	 Functional	 Linguistics	 (SFL)	 and	 in	 particular	 on	 Social	
Semiotics	 (Halliday,	1978),	which	 is	 further	expanded	 in	Hodge	and	Kress	 (1988)	and	 in	
Kress	and	van	Leeuwen	(2001).	Thibault	(1991)	defines	the	focus	of	Social	Semiotics	when	
studying	meaning-making	practices	as	being	not	only	verbal,	but	also	visual	or	aural	(i.e.	
meaning	 in	all	 its	 forms).	For	Thibault,	 the	aim	of	Social	Semiotics	 is	 that	of	developing	
analytical	 tools	 to	 explain	 how	 meaning	 is	 made	 in	 a	 social	 context.	 In	 short,	 Social	
Semiotics’	main	interest	is	meaning	in	all	its	forms,	which	occurs	in	social	environments	and	















I	 have	mentioned	 the	 great	 influence	 of	 SFL	 in	 the	 birth	 of	multimodality.	 One	 of	 the	
transparent	examples	of	this	influence	is	Kress	and	van	Leeuwen	(1996).	In	their	seminal	
work	Reading	 Images:	The	Visual	Grammar	of	Display,	and	similarly	 to	O’Toole's	 (1994)	
adaptation	of	Halliday's	(1985)	theory	of	the	metafunctions	of	language	to	the	analysis	of	
visual	 art,	 Kress	 and	 van	 Leeuwen	 adjust	 SFL	 concepts	 to	 their	 own	 work	 on	 images	
combined	with	writing.	Kress	and	van	Leeuwen	report	how	resources	are	used	in	meaning	
making	in	order	to	represent	things	about	the	world	(representational	meaning),	represent	
things	 about	 authors	 and	 addressees	 (interactive	 meaning)	 and	 provide	 cohesion	
(compositional	meaning).	These	three	meaning	functions	correspond	to	Halliday's	(1985)	
ideational,	 interpersonal	and	textual	metafunctions	of	 language.	Furthermore,	this	early	
work	 in	 multimodal	 studies	 is	 complemented	 by	 Kress	 and	 van	 Leeuwen's	 (2001)	
Multimodal	 Discourse:	 The	Modes	 and	Media	 of	 Contemporary	 Communication,	 where	
these	researchers	aim	to	unveil	the	complexity	of	multimodal	communication	while	moving	
“towards	 a	 view	of	multimodality	 in	which	 common	 semiotic	 principles	 operate	 in	 and	
across	different	modes	[…]	to	create	a	theory	of	semiotics	appropriate	to	contemporary	
semiotic	practice”	(Kress	&	van	Leeuwen,	2001,	p.	2).		
From	 this	moment	 onwards,	 two	 different	 perspectives	 appear	 to	 prevail	 in	 the	 set	 of	
studies	on	multimodality	until	the	appearance	of	Multimodal	(Inter)action	Analysis	in	2004	












Social	 semiotics	conceives	of	 sign-making	as	 the	expression	of	 social	processes;	 through	a	




In	order	 to	conduct	MSS	studies,	 there	are	a	series	of	concepts	 that	have	proven	to	be	
analytically	useful	and	contribute	to	the	development	of	this	approach.	 In	the	following	






analysis.	 Nevertheless,	 it	 is	 not	 understood	 equally	 in	 all	 three	 approaches	 towards	




writing,	 layout,	 music,	 gesture,	 speech,	 moving	 image,	 soundtrack	 and	 3D	 objects	 are	



















Semiotic	 resources	 are	 the	 actions,	 materials	 and	 artifacts	 we	 use	 for	 communicative	
purposes,	whether	 produced	physiologically	 –	 for	 example,	with	 our	 vocal	 apparatus,	 the	
muscles	we	use	to	make	facial	expressions	and	gestures	–	or	technologically	–	for	example,	
with	pen	and	 ink,	or	computer	hardware	and	software	–	 together	with	 the	ways	 in	which	
these	resources	can	be	organized.	Semiotic	resources	have	a	meaning	potential,	based	on	
their	 past	 uses,	 and	 a	 set	 of	 affordances	 based	 on	 their	 possible	 uses,	 and	 these	will	 be	
actualized	 in	concrete	social	contexts	where	their	use	 is	subject	 to	some	form	of	semiotic	
regime	(van	Leeuwen,	2005,	p.	285).	








Gibson	 (1977,	1979)	and	Norman	 (1988)	and	 is	 taken	up	by	Kress	 (1993)	who	 refers	 to	







































As	 I	 outlined	 in	 Section	 2.1,	MSS	 has	 had	many	 recent	 applications	 in	 a	wide	 range	 of	
disciplines.	 A	 number	 of	 studies	 have	 been	 conducted	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 examining	 the	
meaning	 potential	 of	 technology	 for	 students	 and	 teachers,	 (Archer	 &	Newfield,	 2014;	
Davidsen	&	Vanderlinde,	2014;	Flewitt,	Messer,	&	Kucirkova,	2014).	In	children’s	literacy	















concepts	 of	 mode,	 semiotic	 resources,	 modal	 affordance	 and	multimodal	 ensemble	 in	
order	 to	 describe	 how	metadiscourse	 is	 used	 in	 academic	 lectures.	 In	 particular,	 I	 will	












O’Halloran	 (2004a,	 2005,	 2007,	 2011),	 O’Toole	 (1994,	 2004,	 2011),	 Tan	 (2009)	 and	




































architectural	 designs	 and	 sculptures	 in	 order	 to	 develop	 a	 bottom-up	 grammatical	
approach	 that	 opposes	 to	 the	 top-down	 procedure	 interested	 in	 ideology	 and	 general	
principles	that	can	be	found	in	Kress	and	van	Leeuwen	(1996)	(O’Halloran,	2011).	O’Toole's	
(1994)	 work	 is	 highly	 influenced	 by	 Halliday's	 (1985)	 functional	 grammar	 and	 the	
metafunctions	 of	 language.	 In	 O’Toole's	 (1994)	 terminology,	 Halliday’s	 functions	 are	
referred	 to	 as	 representational	 (ideational),	 modal	 (interpersonal),	 and	 compositional	
(textual).	 The	 representational	 function	 is	 used	 to	 express	 information	 about	 the	 real	
world;	the	modal	function	is	made	up	of	resources	employed	by	the	author	to	catch	the	
audience’s	 interest;	 and	 the	 compositional	 function	 helps	 create	 cohesion	 among	 the	
different	elements	 in	the	exhibitions.	 In	order	to	further	examine	displayed	art,	O’Toole	
creates	a	hierarchy	of	ranks	following	Halliday	(1973)	which	encompasses	from	higher	to	






‘texts’	 (meaning	 any	 source	 that	 is	 capable	 of	 conveying	 meaning)	 with	 the	 aim	 of	




to	 “developing	 analytical	 approaches	 for	 SF-MDA	 through	 the	 use	 of	 information	
technology	and	software	applications”	as	one	of	the	goals	of	MDA	(O’Halloran,	2008,	p.	
445).	Regarding	 this	 last	 issue,	O’Halloran,	Podlasov,	Chua,	 and	E	 (2012)	developed	 the	











the	 concepts	 of	mode	 and	 semiotic	 resource	 in	MDA	 approaches.	 In	 this	 sense,	 Jewitt	
(2014)	 describes	 semiotic	 resources	 in	 MDA	 as	 systems	 of	 meaning	 like	 language,	
mathematical	symbolism	or	images,	and	then,	modes	are	realized	through	these	resources.	
Thus,	“language	can	be	realized	through	written	text	(a	visual	mode)	and	spoken	language	
(an	 oral	 mode)”	 where	 language	 is	 a	 semiotic	 resource	 and	 written	 texts	 and	 speech	
(spoken	 language)	are	modes	(Jewitt,	2014,	p.	23).	 In	this	thesis	 I	side	with	O’Halloran's	
(2011)	initial	interpretation	of	the	term	semiotic	resource.	Accordingly,	as	I	detail	in	Section	






gesture	 and	 architecture)	which	 integrate	 across	 sensory	modalities	 (e.g.	 visual,	 auditory,	





































of	 Jørn	 Utzon’s	 Sydney	Opera	 House,	 and	 Alias	 (2004)	 studies	 the	 semiotic	makeup	 of	
Orchard	 Road	 and	 the	 Marriott	 Hotel	 in	 Singapore.	 With	 the	 aim	 of	 developing	
technological	 methods	 in	 the	 study	 of	 multimodality,	 a	 remarkable	 example	 is	 Baldry	














Multimodal	 (Inter)action	 Analysis	 (MIA)	 –mainly	 developed	 in	 Norris	 (2004,	 2011)-	 is	 a	








MIA	 is	 mainly	 grounded	 in	 Scollon’s	 work	 on	 mediated	 discourse	 and	 the	 concept	 of	
mediated	 action	 (Norris	 &	 Jones,	 2005b;	 Scollon,	 1998,	 2001;	 Scollon	 &	 Scollon,	 2003;	
Wertsch,	 1998)	 –see	 Section	 1.1.5	 for	 an	 elaborate	 description	 of	 mediated	 discourse	
analysis-,	and	also	in	interactional	sociolinguistics	and	anthropology	(Goffman,	1959,	1963,	








organizing	principle	of	human	communication	where	 language	 is	 simply	a	part	of	 these	
social	actions	(Norris,	2015b).	The	mediated	action	becomes	the	unit	of	analysis	in	MIA	and	
refers	to	a	social	actor	acting	through	or	with	mediational	means	(Scollon,	1998).	By	using	














meaning	 unit”	 (Norris,	 2004,	 p.	 11).	 For	 example,	 a	 posture	 change,	 a	 gesture	 or	 an	

















certain	object	be	where	 it	 is.	For	example,	a	cup	of	coffee	on	a	table	 is	made	up	of	 the	
higher-level	actions	of	making	a	mug,	making	coffee,	serving	coffee,	etc.	Frozen	actions	
usually	show	characteristics	of	the	social	actors	that	use	them;	for	instance,	a	playlist	might	
provide	an	 insight	 into	a	 social	 actor’s	 tastes	 in	music.	Norris	 and	Makboon	 (2015),	 for	
example,	offer	a	series	of	examples	demonstrating	how	frozen	actions	reveal	aspects	of	
the	 social	 actors’	 identity.	 Nevertheless,	 the	 concept	 still	 needs	 some	 polishing;	 the	
boundaries	 of	 what	 is	 and	 what	 is	 not	 a	 frozen	 action	 are	 not	 definite.	 A	 group	 of	
mountains,	for	instance,	is	not	a	manmade	object,	and	therefore	there	is	not	a	group	of	












same	 time.	 The	 foreground-background	 continuum	 (Norris,	 2004)	 enables	 the	
representation	 of	 different	 levels	 of	 attention/awareness	 in	 a	 three-staged	 graph	
demonstrating	 the	 higher-level	 actions	 occurring	 in	 the	 foreground,	 midground	 and	
background	(see	Figure	2.1).	Several	higher-level	actions	can	occur	simultaneously	in	the	
midground	(receiving	a	certain	degree	of	attention)	or	in	the	background	(with	the	social	






thinking	 about	 dinner,	 i.e.	 the	 action	 in	 the	 foreground.	 The	 other	 two	 actions,	 albeit	

























by	 Norris,	 the	 regularities	 of	 the	 modes	 are	 sometimes	 closer	 to	 the	 social	 actor	 and	
sometimes	closer	to	the	mediational	means,	but	modes	do	not	occur	without	the	social	
actor	(Norris,	2013).	In	the	case	of	this	thesis,	however,	as	I	stated	in	the	previous	section,	










a	kid	and	says	 “stop	doing	 that”,	 then	 the	higher-level	action	of	 taking	care	of	 children	
becomes	 modally	 dense	 after	 receiving	 high	 modal	 complexity	 (most	 modes	 are	 still	


































Modal	 configurations,	 in	 a	 way,	 can	 be	 understood	 as	 multimodal	 ensembles,	 i.e.	
descriptions	 of	 the	 combinations	 of	 modes	 co-occurring	 in	 a	 given	 instance.	 However,	
modal	configurations	add	a	structural	element	to	this	representation:	modal	configurations	
categorize	modes	according	to	their	importance	(or	attention	received)	within	the	set	of	
modes	 being	 analyzed.	 Although	 the	 identification	 of	 importance	 in	 the	 use	 of	modes	























numerous	 occasions	 to	 explore	 shared	 attention/awareness	 in	 high	 school	 tutoring	
sessions	(Pirini,	2014),	to	analyze	business	coaching	through	the	concept	of	modal	density	
(Pirini,	2013),	or	to	develop	the	notions	of	agency	and	intersubjectivity	in	tutoring	sessions	
(Pirini,	 2015)	 among	 others.	 Within	 the	 field	 of	 education,	 Norte	 Fernández-Pacheco	
(2016b)	 has	 recently	 used	 the	 concept	 of	 higher-level	 action	 to	 structure	 a	 series	 of	
vodcasts	with	the	aim	of	analyzing	which	multimodal	ensembles	are	more	beneficial	for	
students’	 comprehension.	 In	 translation	 studies,	 Krystallidou	 (2014)	 uses	 MIA	 and	 the	
concept	of	 foreground-background	continuum	of	attention/awareness	 to	 look	 into	gaze	
and	posture	when	teaching	how	to	translate	between	patients	and	doctors.		Finally,	I	have	





















multimodal	 analyses	 from	 a	 Conversational	 Analysis	 perspective	 (Belhiah,	 2009;	
Deppermann,	 2013;	 Schmitt,	 2007).	 These	 new	 developments	 demonstrate	 that	





After	 having	 discussed	 the	 current	 paradigms	 in	 the	 study	 of	multimodality,	 in	 Section	









of	a	material	which	displays	a	series	of	 regularities	 inferred	 from	how	people	use	 them	
(Jewitt,	 2009a).	 Expressed	 in	 a	 different	way,	modes	 are	 socially	 and	 culturally	 shaped	











in	 use.	 In	 a	 subsequent	 definition	 (O’Halloran,	 2011),	 however,	 mode	 and	 semiotic	
resources	 are	 presented	 as	 interchangeable	 concepts.	 As	 I	 stated	 in	 Section	 2.2.2,	 it	 is	
precisely	O’Halloran's	 (2011)	description	of	mode	 the	one	employed	 in	 this	 thesis,	 as	 it	
simplifies	the	analyses.	By	considering	modes	and	semiotic	resources	as	synonyms,	both	




of	MIA	 is	on	 the	action,	 rather	 than	on	how	meaning	 is	conveyed.	That	being	 the	case,	
modes	become	part	of	 the	action	as	 systems	of	 representation	 that	mediate	 it	 (Norris,	
2004).	However,	modes	do	not	occur	per	se	without	the	individual	(Norris,	2013).	In	this	
























frowning)	 as	 two	 semiotic	 choices	 that	 the	 lecturers	may	 resort	 to	 in	 order	 to	 provide	
emphasis	and	engage	 the	audience	 into	 the	 speech.	Thus,	 the	modes	of	verbal	 speech,	
gesture,	 gaze,	head	movement,	posture,	paralanguage,	proxemics	and	 facial	 expression	
seem	to	be	present	 in	different	degrees	of	 importance	among	the	choices	made	by	the	








Hoffman,	 1967;	 Goldin-Meadow,	 2003;	 Kendon,	 1967,	 1978,	 1980,	 1987,	 1988,	 2004;	













(1969)	 early	 taxonomy	 of	 gestures,	 influenced	 by	 Efron	 (1941),	 puts	 forward	 a	
categorization	 of	 general	 non-verbal	 behavior	 into	 emblems,	 which	 are	 composed	 of	
translatable	 non-verbal	 actions;	 illustrators,	 which	 encapsulate	 what	 is	 being	 said	 in	
speech;	affect	displays,	which	express	emotions;	regulators,	which	maintain	the	nature	of	
speaking	 and	 listening;	 and	 adaptors,	 which	 are	 used	 to	 “satisfy	 self	 bodily	 needs	 […]	







like	gestures,	which	 include	gestures	 that	are	grammatically	 inserted	 into	speech,	 filling	
gaps	or	substituting	words,	for	instance;	pantomime,	where	hands	are	used	to	represent	
objects	 or	 actions	 through	miming;	emblems,	which	 are	 culturally	 dependent	 and	 their	
meaning	is	generally	understood	by	the	intended	addressees	(for	instance	the	OK	sign	or	
the	thumbs	up	sign);	and	finally,	sign	languages,	which	are	full	means	of	grammaticalized	
communication	with	 a	 rich	 lexicon	 that	 is	 shared	by	 a	 community	 of	 users.	Out	 of	 this	
classification,	 the	present	 study	 focuses	on	gesticulation	 (which	 I	will	 refer	 to	 simply	as	
‘gestures’	 from	 now	 on),	 as	 these	 are	 the	 gestures	 occurring	 spontaneously	 in	 normal	
speech.		
McNeill	 (1992)	 then	 further	 expands	 the	 category	 of	 gestures	 and	 identifies	 four	 basic	
types:	 iconic,	 metaphoric,	 deictic	 and	 beats.	 Therefore,	 gestures	 are	 iconic	 when	 they	











1. Preparation	 (optional),	 in	which	 the	 limb	moves	 away	 from	 its	 rest	 position	 to	 a	
position	in	gesture	space	where	the	stroke	begins	[…]		

















Bavelas	et	 al.	 (1992,	 1995),	 for	 instance,	put	 forward	a	number	of	 functions	 that	beats	
(what	they	refer	to	as	interactive	gestures)	can	perform.	These	types	of	gestures	are	used	
to	help	the	addressee	follow	the	conversation	and	they	can	be	used	to	mark	the	delivery	








referential	 function	when	 they	aim	 to	 represent	 content	 from	speech;	an	 interpersonal	
function	when	they	regulate	the	organization	of	the	speech;	and	a	pragmatic	function	when	
gestures	 refer	 to	 the	move	or	speech	act	 that	 is	occurring,	when	they	help	 to	 interpret	
speech	or	when	they	insert	‘punctuation’	in	speech.	Moreover,	gestures	may	be	performed	
with	 an	 emphatic	 function.	 Calbris	 (2008),	 for	 example,	 examines	 the	 co-expression	 of	
speech	and	gestures	and	 suggests	 that	gestures	being	performed	with	both	hands	may	
emphasize	the	verbal	message.		
There	 are	 some	 other	 taxonomies	 of	 gestures	 (Efron,	 1941;	 Ekman	 &	 Friesen,	 1969;	
Freedman	&	Hoffman,	1967).	Nevertheless,	in	the	present	work	I	will	make	use	of	McNeill's	
(1992)	 as	 it	 offers	 a	 detailed	 account	 of	 hand-arm	 gestures	 and	 seems	 to	 be	 widely	
accepted	 in	 multimodal	 analyses	 –see	 Fortanet-Gómez	 and	 Ruiz-Madrid	 (2015,	 2016),	
Norris	(2004),	Querol-Julián	(2011a)	or	Querol-Julián	and	Fortanet-Gómez	(2012),	just	to	
name	a	few.	Moreover,	as	I	detail	in	Section	4.3.3,	I	perform	a	multimodal	annotation	of	
hand-arm	movements	 that	 cannot	 be	 regarded	 as	 gestures	 (like	 scratching	 or	 handling	
notes)	 and	 I	 indicate	whether	 gestures	 are	 performed	with	 a	 single	 hand	 or	with	 both	
hands.	 By	 looking	 at	 these	 aspects,	 I	 may	 discern	 what	 type	 of	 gestures	 are	 more	
predominant,	whether	 these	 are	 given	 any	 particular	 emphasis	 (single-handed	 vs.	 two-
handed	gestures),	and	whether	there	 is	a	particular	use	of	non-gesture	movements	(for	
example,	if	the	handling	of	notes	plays	an	important	role	for	a	given	lecturer).	As	for	the	
functions	 of	 gestures,	 following	 previous	multimodal	 examinations	 of	 lectures	 (Bernad-
Mechó,	 2015a,	 2017a,	 Bernad-Mechó	&	 Fortanet-Gómez,	 2017,	 forthcoming),	 I	 classify	
gestures	 according	 to	 their	 type	 (McNeill,	 1992).	 However,	 during	 the	 analyses,	 I	 will	
occasionally	refer	to	the	functions	of	specific	gestures	as	described	by	Kendon	(2004).	
From	a	perspective	of	multimodal	analysis,	the	studies	on	gesture	are	abundant.	Examples	
within	academic	genres	 include,	 for	 instance,	Querol-Julián	and	Fortanet-Gómez	(2012),	





have	 detailed	 in	 Section	 1.3.2	 how	 Crawford	 Camiciottoli	 (2015,	 2016)	 explores	 the	
elaboration	of	explanations	and	the	interaction	in	lectures	respectively,	and	how	speech	
co-occurs	with	gestures	(and	other	non-verbal	resources)	to	convey	meaning.	Similarly,	I	






20th	 century	 is	 gaze	 (Argyle	 &	 Cook,	 1976;	 Argyle,	 Ingham,	 Alkema,	 &	McCallin,	 1973;	
Duncan	&	Niederehe,	1974;	Field,	1981;	Geoffrey,	1981;	Goffman,	1963;	Goodwin,	1979,	
1981,	 1984;	 Heath,	 1984;	 Kendon,	 1967,	 1990a;	 Kimble	 &	 Olszewski,	 1980;	 Nichols	 &	
Champness,	 1971;	 Psathas,	 1990;	 Strongman	 &	 Champness,	 1969).	 Gaze	 refers	 to	 the	






turn-taking	behavior.	Moreover,	Kendon	also	observes	 that	 speakers	 tend	 to	 look	away	
when	they	reach	high	emotional	levels.	Therefore,	gaze	seems	to	indicate	changes	in	the	
speaker’s	attitudes	towards	communication.	Another	researcher	who	places	attention	on	


















in	 gaze.	 Argyle	 et	 al.	 (1973)	 explore	 the	 functions	 of	 gaze	 in	 social	 interaction.	 They	
conclude	that	gaze	may	be	used	to	seek	information,	to	signal	interpersonal	attitudes	and	






conducted	 using	 eye-tracking	 methodologies	 in	 multimodal	 research,	 especially	 in	 the	
study	 of	 graphics	 and	 newspapers	 (Holsanova,	 2010,	 2014;	 Holsanova,	 Holmberg,	 &	
Holmqvist,	 2009).	 In	 addition,	 gaze	 is	 also	 considered	 as	 an	 element	 influencing	 the	
multimodal	ensembles	 created	by	 lecturers	 in	 some	of	 the	 studies	described	 in	Section	
1.3.2	(Crawford	Camiciottoli,	2015,	2016).	Finally,	Tan,	Smith	and	O’Halloran	(2015)	have	
identified	 gaze	 as	 playing	 an	 important	 role	 in	 the	meaning-making	 process	 to	 engage	
online	 audiences.	 Thus,	 engagement	 seems	 to	 be	 achieved	 by	 looking	 directly	 at	 the	
camera.	 Similarly,	 engagement	 is	 tackled	 in	 Bernad-Mechó	 and	 Fortanet-Gómez	







the	 focus	 of	 the	 lecturers	 (either	 on	 the	 audience	 or	 on	 the	 notes).	 In	 this	 sense,	 as	 I	
describe	 in	 Section	 4.3.3,	 the	 multimodal	 annotation	 of	 gaze	 describes	 its	 direction	















movements	 that	 have	 clear	 verbal	 counterparts	 (like	 nodding	 or	 shaking	 the	 head	 in	
Western	societies	meaning	yes	and	no	respectively)	and	novel	head	movements	that	do	
not	 have	 verbal	 counterparts.	 Novel	 head	 movements	 may	 consist,	 in	 turn,	 of	 deictic	
movements	that,	like	gestures,	can	be	divided	into	three	stages	(preparation,	stroke,	and	
retraction)	 and	which	 are	 used	 to	 point	 to	 something	or	 someone;	 and	head	beats	 (or	
tosses)	which	consist	of	only	two	positions	(up/down	or	back/forth)	and	which	are	used	to	









out	 by	 head	 movements.	 McClave	 (2000)	 demonstrates	 through	 the	 microanalysis	 of	
conversations	in	American	native	speakers	of	English,	that	head	movements	co-occurring	
with	 speech	 seem	 to	 follow	 specific	 patterns	 and	 may	 carry	 semantic,	 discourse	 and	






different	 societies	 might	 use	 different	 types	 of	 movements;	 therefore,	 cross-cultural	
studies	are	needed.	An	example	of	a	cross-cultural	analysis	on	head	movements	is	Maynard	
(1987),	who	conducted	a	study	with	Japanese	speakers	and	determined	that	head	nods	are	
performed	 to	 establish	 the	 boundaries	 of	 clauses,	 fill	 transition	 phases	 in	 turn-taking	






counterpart).	 This	 particular	 description	 makes	 it	 easy	 to	 establish	 the	 connections	















by	 the	 limbs,	 but	 also	 by	 the	 torso	 and	 the	 influence	 of	 the	 head.	 Besides,	 Norris	
distinguishes	 two	 aspects	 to	 focus	 on	 when	 analyzing	 posture:	 the	 form	 of	 the	 body	




















as	 an	 element	 employed	 by	 rhetorical	 style	 lecturers	 to	 engage	 the	 audience	 in	 the	
structuring	process	of	the	lecture.		









Spoken	 language	 is	 the	mode	 that	 has	 received	most	 attention	 in	 the	 last	 decades.	 In	
particular,	the	study	of	spoken	language	in	academic	settings	has	drawn	the	attention	of	
many	researchers	(Csomay,	2007;	Deroey	&	Taverniers,	2011;	Fortanet-Gómez	&	Belles,	
2005;	 Pérez-Llantada	 &	 Ferguson,	 2006).	 For	 a	 more	 extensive	 explanation	 on	 spoken	
academic	lectures	as	a	genre,	see	Section	1.3.	
Nevertheless,	there	are	many	aspects	that	can	be	analyzed	within	spoken	language.	For	the	











paralinguistic	material	 in	previous	 literature	 in	multimodality	 is	Poyatos's	 (2002).	 In	 this	
description,	Poyatos	establishes	three	categories	within	paralinguistic	elements:	qualities,	
which	include	pitch,	tempo,	syllabic	duration,	rhythm,	loudness	and	timbre,	among	others;	







i.e.	 intensity,	 loudness,	 syllabic	 duration/speed,	 and	 so	 on.	 These	 qualities	 of	 voice,	
specifically,	 have	 also	 been	 referred	 to	 as	 prosody	 (Roach	 et	 al.,	 1998)	 and	 are	 key	 in	
studying	 how	 speakers	 transmit	 the	message.	 In	multimodal	 studies,	Querol-Julián	 and	
Fortanet-Gómez	(2012)	and	Querol-Julián	(2011a,	2011b)	study	–among	other	aspects-	the	
contribution	of	 loudness,	 syllabic	duration,	and	 laughter	 in	Question-Answer	sections	 in	
conference	 presentations.	 Furthermore,	 paralanguage	 has	 also	 been	 studied	 as	 an	
intensifier	 of	 verbal	 messages	 producing	 prosodic	 stress	 (Crawford	 Camiciottoli,	 2015,	
2016)	 and	 as	 an	 element	 to	 engage	 the	 audience	 (Bernad-Mechó	 &	 Fortanet-Gómez,	
forthcoming).	
One	of	the	items	that	has	received	much	attention	within	prosody	and	whose	functions	
have	 been	 outlined	 by	many	 scholars	 is	 intonation	 (Bolinger,	 1986;	 Brazil,	 1984,	 1997;	
Brazil,	Coulthard,	&	Johns,	1980;	Cauldwell,	2002,	2013;	Chun,	2002;	Crystal,	1969,	1975;	
Cutler,	 1983;	 Dalton	 &	 Seidlhofer,	 1994;	 Halliday,	 1985;	 Halliday	 &	 Greaves,	 2008;	
O’Connor	&	Arnold,	1973;	Wells,	2006).	Intonation	refers	to	the	variations	in	pitch	when	
speaking,	i.e.	to	the	rise	and	fall	processes	of	the	voice.	Dalton	and	Seidlhofer	(1994,	p.	176)	





































be	 low,	mid	 or	 high,	 and	 each	 of	 these	 can	 be	 interpreted	 in	 a	 different	manner.	 Low	
terminations	 indicate	 that	 communication	 has	 ended.	Moreover,	mid	 terminations	 are	















Following	 previous	 multimodal	 studies	 (Bernad-Mechó,	 2015a,	 2017a,	 Crawford	
Camiciottoli,	2015,	2016,	Querol-Julián,	2011a,	2011b;	Querol-Julián	&	Fortanet-Gómez,	
2012)	three	main	aspects	will	be	considered	 in	the	study	of	paralanguage	 in	this	 thesis:	
syllabic	duration,	loudness,	and	pitch.	In	particular,	I	describe	whether	the	syllabic	duration	
is	shorter	(the	speaker	speaks	faster)	or	longer	(the	speaker	speaks	slower);	and	whether	
the	 lecturer	 speaks	 louder	 (for	 emphasis)	 or	 quieter.	 Regarding	 pitch,	 as	 I	 describe	 in	
Section	4.3.3,	I	make	use	of	a	simplified	version	of	Brazil's	(1997)	system	of	choices.		
Still	 and	 all,	 and	 as	 a	 concluding	 remark,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 emphasize	 the	 cultural	
dependence	 of	 these	 approaches.	 The	 language	 that	 is	 being	 studied	 in	 most	 of	 the	
literature	 on	 intonation	 is	 English	 (mostly	 in	 American	 or	 British	 contexts),	 and	 the	







1966).	 For	 example,	 in	 Hall	 (1966),	 this	 researcher	 examines	 the	 distances	 between	
speakers	 and	 distinguishes	 four	 spaces:	 the	 intimate	 space,	 which	 indicates	 a	 close	
relationship	and	comfort	between	individuals	and	is	associated	to	actions	like	whispering	
or	hugging;	the	personal	space,	which	is	present	among	family	members	or	close	friends;	





















argue	 that	different	 spaces	 in	 the	 classroom	are	 associated	with	 specific	meanings	 and	
particular	discourse	practices.	Another	example	of	the	study	of	proxemics	in	multimodal	
communication	 is	 Mead	 (2016)	 who,	 among	 other	 non-verbal	 modes,	 examines	 the	
proxemics	 in	 face-to-face	 human-robot	 interactions	 with	 the	 aim	 to	 adjust	 the	 robot’s	
behavior	to	maximize	its	ability	to	recognize	social	signs.			
In	the	present	work,	I	focus	on	open	speaking	situations	in	which	the	distance	maintained	













this	 sense,	 facial	 expression	has	 traditionally	 been	 studied	 as	 an	 indicator	 of	 emotions.	
Ekman	(1972),	for	 instance,	describes	six	primary	facial	expressions	(happiness,	sadness,	
anger,	 fear,	 surprise,	 and	 disgust)	 and	 claims	 that	 these	 emotional	 expressions	 are	
universal.	 A	 relevant	 contribution	 to	 the	 study	 of	 facial	 expression	 is	 what	 Ekman	 and	
Friesen	(1978)	refer	to	as	Facial	Action	Coding	System	(FACS),	a	tool	for	measuring	facial	
expressions	that	has	 further	been	adapted	for	automated	recognition	systems	–see,	 for	
instance,	 Ryan	 et	 al.	 (2009).	 An	 interesting	 fact	 about	 FACS	 is	 the	 classification	 of	
expressions	as	occurring	in	three	distinct	areas	in	the	face:	the	lower	face	(cheeks,	nose,	
and	mouth),	the	eyes	and	eyelids,	and	the	brows	and	forehead.		
The	 analyses	 of	 facial	 expressions	 within	 multimodal	 studies	 in	 academic	 genres	 are	
widespread.	In	a	study	on	conference	presentations,	for	example,	Fernández	Polo	(2014)	

































fact	 that	 “multimodal	 transcripts	 entail	 numerous	 transcripts	 of	 any	 one	 interaction”	
(Norris,	2004,	p.	65),	i.e.	a	transcription	of	each	of	the	modes	that	are	being	considered.	As	
a	 result,	 a	 multimodal	 transcription	 should	 combine	 all	 modes	 so	 that	 it	 helps	 the	
researcher	to	obtain	a	global	scope	of	the	multimodal	ensemble.	Bezemer	(2014a)	suggests	
five	 steps	 in	 the	 process	 of	 multimodal	 transcriptions:	 selecting	 a	 methodological	
framework,	establishing	the	purpose	of	the	transcript,	designing	the	transcript,	reading	the	
transcript	 and	 extracting	 conclusions.	 Out	 of	 these,	 establishing	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	
transcript	stands	out	as	paramount	in	order	to	optimize	the	transcription	so	it	exemplifies	
the	point	 that	 is	being	made.	By	way	of	 illustration,	 if	an	analyst	 is	 trying	 to	 show	how	








foci	 vary	 from	one	another.	There	 seem	to	be	 two	broad	 types	of	 transcriptions:	 those	
which	are	text-based,	with	few	images,	and	which	describe	in	writing	what	is	coming	about	
for	each	of	the	modes	being	analyzed	–see	Figure	2.3	a)	(Baldry	&	Thibault,	2006,	Appendix	










the	conveyance	of	meaning.	As	 I	stated	before,	 the	aim	of	this	 thesis	 is	 to	 focus	on	the	
modes	 of	 gesture,	 gaze,	 head	movement,	 posture,	 paralanguage,	 proxemics	 and	 facial	
expression.	 In	 order	 to	 describe	 how	 these	 modes	 interact,	 I	 use	 image-based	
transcriptions	 selecting	 particular	 screenshots	 that	 aim	 to	 accurately	 represent	 the	

















and	 audio.	 Multimodal	 analyses	 require	 the	 dissection	 of	 communication	 into	 several	
modes	 that	 work	 together	 simultaneously.	 In	 order	 to	 obtain	 comprehensible	






(French	 et	 al.,	 2006)	 a	 concordancer	 initially	 developed	 for	 ethnographic	 studies;	 and	
Multimodal	Analysis-Video	(MMA-Video)	(O’Halloran	et	al.,	2012),	especially	designed	for	
multimodal	analysis	and	the	software	that	is	used	in	this	thesis.	Out	of	all	these	options,	
















series	of	 tracks	and	then	annotate	 relevant	 information	 for	each	of	 the	modes	 that	are	
being	analyzed.	These	tiers,	in	turn,	can	be	structured	hierarchically	one	within	the	other.		
An	interesting	feature	offered	by	ELAN	is	the	possibility	of	compiling	 linguistic	types	and	






or	palm	down	 in	 the	case	of	 the	 linguistic	 type	gestures,	or	pause	and	syllabic	duration	
shorter	 for	 paralinguistic	 features).	 The	 creation	 of	 controlled	 vocabularies	 is	 time-












of	 the	 screen.	 This	 part	 of	 the	 screen	 can	 be	 detached	 and	 shown	 in	 bigger	 size	 in	 an	
additional	monitor.	On	the	upper	right	side,	there	is	a	menu	with	the	media	controls	(grid,	
text,	subtitles,	lexicon,	audio	recognizer,	video	recognizer,	metadata,	and	controls)	where	











Another	 recurrent	 tool	 for	multimodal	 annotation	 is	Multimodal	 Analysis-Video	 (MMA-
Video)	 developed	 by	 Kay	 O’Halloran	 and	 her	 colleagues	 at	 the	 Multimodal	 Analysis	

















Like	 ELAN,	MMA-Video	 offers	 the	 possibility	 of	 configuring	 a	 framework	 for	 analysis	 in	
which	a	hierarchy	of	system	choices	can	be	established.	For	instance,	a	category	entitled	
gestures	 can	 be	 created	with	 the	 system	 choices	 iconic,	metaphoric,	 deictic	 and	 beat–
following	McNeill	(1992),	and	so	on	and	so	forth	(see	Section	4.3.3	for	a	full	description	of	
the	 framework	 employed	 for	 the	 analyses	 in	 this	 thesis).	 In	 any	 case,	 the	 interface	
presented	in	MMA-Video	makes	this	process	more	user-friendly	if	compared	with	ELAN.	
Anyhow,	the	greatest	innovation	in	MMA-Video	when	compared	to	other	applications	is	





compared.	 The	 circular	 nodes	 on	 the	 left	 [1]	 represent	 all	 possible	 combinations	 of	



































I	 argue	 that	 MMA-Video’s	 user-friendly	 interface	 as	 well	 as	 the	 easy	 process	 for	 the	
creation	of	frameworks	of	analysis	complete	an	all-round	tool	that	will	make	the	process	
of	annotating	simpler	and	more	efficient.	







Although	 PRAAT	 is	 not	 employed	 in	 the	 analyses	 in	 this	 thesis,	 it	 remains	 one	 of	 the	
recurrent	 tools	 employed	 by	 multimodalists	 and	 it	 is	 worth	 discussing	 here.	 PRAAT	





others.	 Moreover,	 annotations	 can	 be	 created	 and	 then	 exported	 to	 multimodal	
annotation	tools	like	ELAN	or	Anvil.	Despite	its	usefulness,	the	learning	curve	of	PRAAT	is	
rather	steep	and	it	requires	some	time	to	get	used	to	its	functionalities.	Furthermore,	the	

















files.	 It	 can	 be	 downloaded	 for	 free	 at	 their	 official	 website10.	 Although	 designed	 for	
musicologists	at	first,	it	also	allows	for	in-depth	analyses	of	speech.	As	with	PRAAT,	Sonic	
Visualiser	shows	basic	waveforms,	analysis	tiers	and	can	add	a	number	of	annotated	tiers.	
Annotations	 in	 Sonic	 Visualiser,	 however,	 consist	 of	 labeled	 time	 points	 and	 defined	










al.,	 2015;	Mauch	&	Dixon,	2014)	–a	modification	of	 the	YIN	algorithm	 (de	Cheveigné	&	
Kawahara,	2002)-	 can	provide	an	accurate	estimation	of	 the	pitch	 track	of	monophonic	
audio	files.	This	pitch	track	can	then	easily	be	exported	to	image	or	.pdf	formats	with	Sonic	







In	 this	 section,	 I	have	 reviewed	some	of	 the	most	commonly	used	 tools	 for	multimodal	
annotation	of	video	(ELAN	and	MMA-Video)	and	audio	(PRAAT	and	Sonic	Visualiser)	and	















and	 language	 is	 just	one	more	mode	within	a	complex	multimodal	ensemble.	However,	
different	approaches	to	multimodality	provide	distinct	foci	of	attention.	In	this	sense,	Jewitt	











































what	 combinations	 occur	 when	 conveying	 meaning.	 MIA,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 will	 be	
particularly	useful	to	shed	light	on	how	individuals	 interact;	this	 interaction,	 in	turn,	will	





Furthermore,	 I	have	explored	both,	how	 the	notion	of	mode	 is	defined	 in	 the	different	
approaches,	and	some	previous	research	on	the	non-verbal	modes	that	I	will	be	focusing	
on	in	this	study,	i.e.	gesture,	gaze,	head	movement,	posture,	paralanguage,	proxemics	and	





the	 purpose	 of	 the	 transcription	 will	 determine	 its	 type.	 Generally,	 image-based	
transcriptions	will	be	used	in	this	thesis	showing	shifts	in	gestures,	gaze,	posture,	and	other	
non-verbal	elements;	transcriptions	of	pitch	lines	and	other	prosodic	features	will	also	be	
included	when	 analyzing	 paralanguage.	 Finally,	 in-writing	 explanations	might	 be	 added	




for	 the	 study	 of	 paralanguage.	 Both	 applications	 provide	 user-friendly	 interfaces	 and	



















previous	chapter,	 is	approached	 from	a	multimodal	discourse	analysis	perspective,	 thus	
considering	linguistic,	paralinguistic	and	non-verbal	features	to	convey	meaning,	as	well	as	
the	 co-occurrence	 and	 interaction	 among	 this	 ensemble	 of	 elements.	 In	 the	process	 of	







main	 frameworks	 and	 taxonomies	 for	 the	 study	 of	 metadiscourse.	 Finally,	 Section	 3.3	
revisits	 some	of	 the	 current	 trends	 in	metadiscourse	 in	 spoken	academic	 language	 and	
includes	an	examination	of	an	assembly	of	relevant	studies	on	metadiscourse	in	university	
lectures.	 This	 section	also	explores	 the	multimodal	analysis	of	metadiscourse	 in	 spoken	
academic	discourse.	 In	this	regard,	 I	go	through	some	of	the	very	few	studies	that	have	






attention	 by	 scholars	 in	 the	 recent	 decades.	 It	 has	 been	 studied	 from	many	 different	




second-language	 theory	 and	 pedagogy	 (Vande	 Kopple,	 2012);	 and	 in	 many	 different	
languages	 (Hyland,	 2005).	 Aguilar	 (2008)	 offers	 an	 extensive	 compilation	 of	 a	 series	 of	
studies	 on	 metadiscourse	 from	 a	 contrastive	 rhetoric	 and	 genre	 analysis	 perspective	
(Connor,	 1996;	 Dafouz	 Milne,	 2003;	 Dahl,	 2004;	 Fuentes-Olivera,	 Velasco-Sacristan,	










referred	 to	 as	 such,	 but	 in	 numerous	 ways	 instead;	 e.g.	 metatalk	 (Schiffrin,	 1980),	




or	 in	 Sinclair	 (2005),	 who	 questions	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 the	 use	 of	 the	 term	
metadiscourse.	What	is	more,	many	of	these	authors	have	developed	their	own	models	for	
metadiscourse,	leading	to	a	greater	controversy	of	the	concept.		Therefore,	and	in	spite	of	






what	 could	be	 considered	one	of	 the	 first	 full	 accounts	on	 the	 topic.	He	briefly	defines	





mentioning	at	 this	point	 that	he	distinguishes	between	at	 least	 two	 levels	of	 language:	
language	carrying	propositional	content	–ideational	meaning	in	Halliday's	(1985)	SFL-,	and	
metadiscourse,	 which	 can	 convey	 interpersonal	 or	 textual	 meanings,	 thus	 adopting	 a	
functional	approach.	With	 these	concepts	 in	mind,	he	 further	defines	metadiscourse	as	
linguistic	material	that	does	not	add	propositional	meaning	to	the	content	but	signals	the	
presence	of	the	writer.	In	this	sense,	he	argues	that	“[o]n	[…]	the	level	of	metadiscourse,	







Vande	 Kopple’s	 brief	 definition	 of	 metadiscourse	 is	 supplemented	 by	 Crismore	 et	 al.'s	
(1993,	p.40).	For	them,	metadiscourse	is		
linguistic	 material	 in	 texts,	 written	 or	 spoken,	 which	 does	 not	 add	 anything	 to	 the	
propositional	content	but	that	is	intended	to	help	the	listener	or	reader	organize,	interpret	
and	evaluate	the	information	given.	
This	 definition	 is	 also	 influenced	 by	Halliday’s	 functions	 of	 language,	 as	 Crismore	 et	 al.	







text	 is	 also	 held	 by	 Hyland:	 “the	 way	writers	 intrude	 into	 their	 texts	 to	 organize	 their	










2. metadiscourse	 refers	 to	 aspects	 of	 the	 text	 that	 embody	 writer-reader	
interactions;	and	
3. metadiscourse	refers	only	to	relations	which	are	internal	to	the	discourse.	











not	 satisfied	with	 the	 traditional	 identification	of	metadiscourse	with	non-propositional	










































c) Metadiscourse	 is	 a	 fuzzy	 category,	 since	 the	 identification	 of	 elements	 as	
metadiscursive	 materials	 is	 not	 always	 clear-cut	 (Ädel,	 2006).	 In	 the	 same	 line,	
Crismore	(1989)	also	refers	to	the	fuzziness	of	metadiscourse	when	she	claims	that	
theories	of	metadiscourse	have	to	account	for	fuzzy	categories.	As	Crismore	et	al.	
(1993,	p.	54)	put	 it:	“[m]etadiscourse	 is	an	admittedly	messy	but	very	 important	
part	of	language	use”.	
d) Metadiscourse	 can	 be	 used	 to	 carry	 out	 an	 abundant	 set	 of	 actions,	 e.g.,	 help	
readers	make	sense	of	the	discourse,	organize	ideas,	assist	the	writer,	and	(in	some	
approaches)	evaluate	and	express	stance,	just	to	name	a	few.	For	example,	Fuentes-
Olivera	 et	 al.(2001)	 and	 Amiryousefi	 and	 Eslami-Rasekh	 (2010)	 talk	 about	 the	
important	role	of	metadiscourse	in	organizing	the	discourse,	engaging	the	audience	
and	signaling	the	writer’s	or	speaker’s	attitude.	In	any	case,	these	actions	bring	the	




also	 deliberate	 about	 the	 significance	 of	metadiscourse	 within	 language.	 Toumi	
(2009),	 for	 example,	 refers	 to	 the	 considerable	 importance	 of	metadiscourse	 in	
academic	genres,	as	I	will	further	develop	in	Section	3.3.		
The	analysis	of	how	academic	discourse	is	organized	is	precisely	one	of	the	major	interests	




of	 metadiscourse,	 as	 I	 expand	 on	 in	 the	 following	 sections.	 After	 looking	 through	 and	
considering	the	previously	described	definitions,	 I	would	conclude	that	metadiscourse	is	





















As	 I	 indicated	 before,	 Vande	 Kopple	was	 one	 of	 the	 first	 researchers	 to	 develop	 a	 full	
account	of	metadiscourse	–see	Vande	Kopple	(1985,	2002).	There	had	been	a	number	of	





to	 express	 personal	 opinions,	 evaluate	 and	 show	 attitude	 towards	 ideational	 material,	
indicate	expectations	about	the	reader’s	response,	or	show	the	role	they	are	choosing	in	
the	communicative	situation.	On	the	other	hand,	metadiscourse	seems	to	indicate	textual	
meaning	 when	 writers	 relate	 ideational	 data	 within	 a	 text	 (Vande	 Kopple,	 2002).	 An	
interesting	 reflection	 at	 this	 point	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 Vande	 Kopple	 refers	 to	 the	 users	 of	







































to	 indicate	sequences	(first;	next);	 to	 indicate	 logical	or	temporal	relationship	(however;	
therefore);	to	remind	about	material	presented	earlier	(as	we	saw	in	the	previous	section);	
to	refer	to	material	on	the	verge	of	presenting	(what	I	want	to	do	now	is	talk	about	that);	













up,	 making	 claims,	 hypothesizing,	 and	 many	 others	 (for	 example;	 I	 promise	 to;	 to	
summarize;	I	maintain	that).		
Validity	markers	are	used	to	express	the	probability	of	truth	of	a	given	statement	and	the	
commitment	 of	 the	 reader.	 They	 incorporate	 hedges	 (may;	 might;	 to	 some	 extent),	
emphatics	(indeed;	obviously;	evidently),	and	attributors	(according	to...).	In	the	case	of	the	








I	 find	 it	 awkward	 that...).	 It	 is	 interesting	 to	 notice	 again	 the	 understanding	 of	
metadiscourse	as	opposed	to	propositional	content.			























non-propositionality	 of	 metadiscourse,	 which	 is	 the	 point	 in	 which	 many	 researchers	
disagree.	 Additionally,	 as	 I	 mentioned	 before,	 the	 limitation	 of	 the	 analysis	 of	
metadiscourse	 to	 written	 discourse	 makes	 the	 entire	 approach	 very	 limited	 for	 the	
purposes	of	this	thesis,	that	is	based	on	spoken	lectures.	Finally,	regarding	the	treatment	
of	organizational	metadiscourse,	references	to	the	organization	of	the	discourse	can	only	


















respectively.	 Their	 study	 points	 to	 a	 series	 of	 differences	 in	 the	 use	 of	 metadiscourse	
presumably	attributed	to	culture	and	gender.		
Their	greatest	contribution,	however,	was	probably	the	taxonomy	for	metadiscourse	that	
they	 developed.	 Crismore	 et	 al.	 (1993)	 define	 metadiscourse	 as	 all	 non-propositional	







temporal	connectives,	 rename	the	category	of	 text	connectives	 into	textual	makers,	and	






and	 interpersonal)	 with	 Halliday’s	 theory,	 but	 it	 is	 also	 interesting	 to	 comment	 on	 the	
creation	 of	 two	 sub-categories	 within	 textual	 metadiscourse,	 textual	 markers,	 and	








Therefore,	 they	 downplay	 the	 importance	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	 their	
taxonomy	 by	 including	 this	 type	 of	 references	 within	 textual	 or	 interpretive	 markers.	
Crismore	et	al.	refer	to	this	as	the	multifunctionality	of	metadiscourse.	In	this	regard,	they	





To	 put	 it	 in	 a	 nutshell,	 Crismore	 et	 al.	 (1993)	 distinguish	 seven	 types	 of	metadiscourse	
(textual	 markers,	 interpretive	 markers,	 hedges,	 certainty	 markers,	 attributors,	 attitude	




category	 is	 subdivided	 into	 four	 different	 groups,	 namely,	 those	 of	 logical	 connectives,	
sequencers,	reminders,	and	topicalizers.	Their	main	function	is	that	of	structuring	the	text.	
Logical	connectives	are	used	to	join	two	main	clauses	and	so,	help	the	reader	interpret	the	




























































the	 difference	 that	 Crismore	 et	 al.	 also	 include	 Vande	 Kopple’s	 narrators	 within	 this	
category.	After	all,	both	categories	are	used	to	refer	to	the	source	of	information	with	the	
only	 distinction	 of	 the	 authority	 of	 the	 source.	 Therefore,	attributors	 in	 this	 taxonomy	
include	expressions	such	as	according	to	Newton	and	Sarah	states	that.		
Attitude	markers	emphasize	the	propositional	content.	This	type	of	metadiscourse	should	
not	 be	 mixed	 up	 with	 certainty	 markers.	 While	 certainty	 markers	 show	 commitment,	
attitude	markers	merely	show	the	writers	attitude	towards	a	statement,	the	style,	or	even	
themselves,	and	not	necessarily	in	a	positive	manner.	Some	examples	of	attitude	markers	
could	 be:	 I	 hope;	 hopefully;	 or	 fortunately.	 Interestingly,	 Crismore	 et	 al.	 decide	 not	 to	
include	adjectives,	even	though	these	might	convey	writer’s	attitude,	and	consider	them	
propositional	material.		
Finally,	 the	 last	 type	 of	 metadiscourse	 in	 Crismore	 et	 al.’s	 taxonomy	 is	 commentary.	
Commentary,	 as	 in	 Vande	 Kopple's	 (1985)	model,	 includes	 references	 to	 the	 reader	 to	
comment	 on	 their	 probable	 views	 or	 on	 their	 relationship	 (you	might	 think	 that	 is	 not	
correct;	 you	 should	 think	 about	 that).	 Crismore	 et	 al.’s	 greatest	 development	 in	 this	














still	 a	 primitive	 taxonomy	 with	 maybe	 too	 few	 subcategories,	 given	 the	 many	 distinct	









The	third	model	of	metadiscourse	that	 I	 intend	to	review	 is	Hyland's	 (2005)	–previously	
schematized	 in	Hyland	and	Tse	 (2004).	Hyland’s	has	probably	been	 the	most	 influential	




Casal,	 (2014),	 and	 Lee	 and	 Subtirelu,	 (2015),	 just	 to	 name	 a	 few.	 Hyland	 (2005)	 starts	
describing	his	model	of	metadiscourse	by	stating	three	key	principles	about	metadiscourse	
that	I	mentioned	before	when	discussing	Hyland’s	definitions	of	metadiscourse	in	Section	









of	 language	 plays	 an	 important	 role	 in	 Hyland’s	 model.	 In	 his	 words,	 “a	
propositional/content	distinction	is	required	for	exploring	metadiscourse”	(Hyland,	2005,	
p.	 39).	Nevertheless,	Hyland	 rejects	 the	 identification	of	propositionality	with	Halliday's	





the	mere	 identification	 of	metadiscourse	with	 non-propositional	 data	 is	 fundamentally	
inaccurate	in	the	following	section.	The	second	idea	introduced	by	Hyland	aims	to	discard	





According	 to	 Hyland	 (2005),	 a	 word	 or	 phrase	 can	 convey	 either	 propositional	 or	
interpersonal	meaning	depending	on	the	context.	This	is	an	idea	also	shared	by	Crismore	
et	 al.	 For	 Hyland,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 distinguish	 these	 uses;	 he	 calls	 them	 internal	 and	
external	 references	 respectively,	 and	 only	 internal	 references	 are	 considered	
metadiscourse.	






















mentioned	 information,	 details	 that	 have	 not	 been	 dealt	 with	 yet,	 or	 even	 tables	 and	
figures	 (in	 Chapter	 4;	 as	 I	 stated	 before;	 Table	 10).	 This	 type	 of	 metadiscourse	 helps	
organize	the	text	and	guides	readers	through	the	content.	
Hyland	 picks	 up	 Thomas	 and	 Hawes's	 (1994)	 work	 to	 include	 a	 further	 kind	 of	






The	 first	 type	 of	 metadiscourse	 within	 interactional	 metadiscourse	 is	 hedges.	 This	 is	 a	
category	also	used	in	Crismore	et	al.’s	model	and	it	includes	words	or	phrases	to	emphasize	
the	lack	of	commitment	of	the	writer	(may;	could;	it	is	possible	that).	















Finally,	 the	 last	 category	 in	 Hyland’s	 taxonomy	 is	 engagement	 markers.	 These	 are	







































































language.	 In	 this	 respect,	Ädel	 (2006)	 reveals	 the	existence	of	 two	main	general	 trends	
towards	metadiscourse:	what	she	refers	to	as	the	broad	(or	integrative/interactive)	and	the	
narrow	 (or	 non-integrative/reflexive)	 approaches.	 The	 first	 two	 models	 that	 I	 have	




the	 interactive	models	 according	 to	 Ädel,	 since	 one	 of	 the	 main	 features	 of	 reflexive	
approaches	 is	 that	 they	 do	 not	 include	 stance	 (or	 validity	 markers,	 hedges,	 attitude	
markers,	etc.),	nor	some	types	of	connectives	as	forms	of	metadiscourse.	Instead,	reflexive	




p.	143)	who	claim	 that	metadiscourse	“covers	 such	a	wide	area	of	 language	use	 that	 it	
requires	subclassification;	saying	that	some	item	in	a	text	is	metadiscourse	does	not	say	
much”.	 Similarly,	 Crismore	 et	 al.	 (1993)	 also	 refer	 to	 the	 wide	 range	 of	 inclusion	 of	
metadiscourse	by	arguing	that	the	richness	of	metadiscourse	made	them	limit	their	study	
to	more	explicit	instances.	Some	of	the	most	influential	works	carried	out	from	a	reflexive	
approach	 are,	 for	 instance,	 Bäcklund	 (1998),	 Bunton	 (1999),	 Dahl	 (2004),	 Mao	 (1993),	
Mauranen	 (1993b)	 Schiffrin	 (1980),	 and	 Valero-Garcés	 (1996).	 However,	 reflexive	
approaches	are	also	open	to	criticism.	Ädel	(2006)	acknowledges	this	and	comments	on	the	
fuzziness	of	what	is	and	what	is	not	metadiscourse	and	how	categories	such	as	addressing	














on	 the	 identification	 of	 propositional	 versus	 non-propositional	 material	 in	 Hallidayan	
terms.	In	order	to	contradict	this	notion,	Ädel	(2006)	goes	back	to	Halliday's	(1994,	p.	70)	
definition	of	proposition	that	states	that		
[w]hen	 language	 is	 used	 to	 exchange	 information,	 the	 clause	 takes	 on	 the	 form	 of	 a	
PROPOSITION.	 It	 becomes	 something	 that	 can	 be	 affirmed	 or	 denied,	 and	 also	 doubted,	
contradicted,	insisted	on,	accepted	with	reservation,	qualified,	tempered,	regretted	and	so	
on.	




















propositional	 material,	 acknowledging	 that	most	 of	 the	 times	 it	 will	 be	 distinct	 to	 the	







As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 1.1.3,	 Ädel	 uses	 three	 out	 of	 Jakobson’s	 six	 functions	 (the	
metalinguistic,	 the	expressive	and	the	directive),	and	she	 identifies	each	of	them	with	a	
specific	focus	within	discourse	(the	text/code,	the	reader,	and	the	writer	respectively).	One	
of	 these	 functions	 will	 be	 more	 dominant	 over	 the	 other	 two	 in	 each	 metadiscursive	
instance;	 although,	 as	 I	 further	 discuss	 below,	 some	 metadiscursive	 fragments	 can	 be	
encompassed	 within	 more	 than	 one	 category.	 Ädel	 develops	 two	 slightly	 different	
taxonomies	of	metadiscourse	(Ädel,	2006,	2010)	that	 I	explore	 in	this	section.	The	main	















of	 “I”	 and	 “we”	 and	Mauranen's	 (1993b)	 study	on	 text-reflexivity,	Ädel	 establishes	 two	
broad	 categories	 of	 metadiscourse:	 metatext	 and	 writer-reader	 interaction.	Metatext	
refers	to	the	text	and	how	it	is	organized.	Writers	can	use	metatext	to	comment	on	how	
they	 refer	 to	 the	 text	 as	 organizers	 and	 language	 users.	 This	 category	 is	 divided	 into	
fourteen	different	 sub-categories:	 ten	personal	 categories	 (defining,	 saying,	 introducing	
topic,	focusing,	concluding,	exemplifying,	reminding,	adding,	arguing,	and	contextualizing),	
and	 four	 impersonal	 categories	 (phorics,	 references	 to	 the	 text/code,	 code	 glosses,	 and	
discourse	 labels).	Writer-reader	 interaction,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 is	 subdivided	 into	 six	
distinct	 types	 of	 metadiscourse:	 anticipating	 the	 reader’s	 reaction,	 clarifying,	 aligning	
perspectives,	 imagining	 scenarios,	hypothesizing	about	 the	 reader	 and	appealing	 to	 the	







verba	 dicendi	 (what	 I	 am	 saying	 here	 is...;	 I	 should	mention	 that...).	 Both,	defining	 and	
saying	 are	 types	 of	metadiscourse	 that	 are	 related	 to	 the	 code.	 The	 following	 types	 of	
metadiscourse	have	to	do	with	the	text	and	how	texts	are	structured.	
The	first	kind	of	metadiscourse	introduced	in	this	section	by	Ädel	is	introducing	the	topic.	

















































































Finally,	 the	 last	 type	 of	 metadiscourse	 within	 personal	 metatext	 is	 contextualizing.	
Contextualizing	 includes	 references	 to	 the	 process	 of	 writing	 itself	 (due	 to	 space	





Ädel	 (2006)	 also	 explores	 the	 use	 and	 functions	 of	 impersonal	 metadiscourse	 and	 she	





Phorics	 refer	 to	 connections	 within	 the	 text.	 They	 help	 organize	 and	 structure	 the	
discourse.	They	include	previewing	material	(as	we	will	discuss	in	the	following	section...),	




in	 this	 category.	 Ädel	 (2010),	 as	 I	 discuss	 below,	 will	 develop	 this	 section	 into	 a	more	
elaborate	taxonomy.	
Again,	 following	Mauranen	 (1993b),	 Ädel	 establishes	 the	 category	 of	 references	 to	 the	
text/code	in	order	to	explicate	metadiscursive	fragments	that	refer	to	either	the	whole	text	
or	 parts	 of	 it	 (as	 we	 can	 see	 in	 Chapter	 1...;	 this	 thesis	 aims	 to	 describe	 the	 use	 of	
metadiscourse).		






approaches.	 It	 is	 one	 of	 Ädel’s	 aims	 to	 elucidate	 possible	 ambiguities	 and	 produce	 a	
methodology	to	identify	metadiscourse.	The	following	six	types	of	metadiscourse	belong	
to	the	writer-reader	interaction	category	and	are	focused	on	the	participant.	
Based	 on	 Crismore	 (1989),	 Ädel	 brings	 along	 the	 category	 of	 anticipating	 the	 reader’s	
























All	 in	 all,	 Ädel's	 (2006)	 model	 represents	 an	 expansion	 of	 the	 categorization	 of	
metadiscourse	as	well	as	the	establishment	of	an	innovative	approach	where	criteria	are	
delimited	when	identifying	and	classifying	metadiscourse.	In	this	regard,	one	of	Ädel’s	main	
aims,	 as	 I	 will	 develop	 further	 below,	 is	 that	 of	 establishing	 a	 set	 of	 criteria	 for	 the	
identification	 of	 metadiscourse	 in	 an	 attempt	 of	 structuring	 what	 could	 otherwise	 be	
considered	a	fuzzy	category.	This	model	has	been	broadly	used	by	researchers	seeking	a	
more	meticulous	system	of	metadiscourse	–see	for	instance	Pérez-Llantada	(2010),	Salas	
(2015),	 Salas	 Valdebenito	 (2015),	 or	 Toumi	 (2009).	 Nevertheless,	 some	 disparity	 arises	
when	dealing	with	the	elements	that	may	be	considered	as	metadiscourse.	In	this	regard,	
there	is	a	diversity	of	opinions	on	whether	categories	like	stance	or	participation	should	be	
included	within	a	 taxonomy	of	metadiscourse.	 In	Ädel's	 (2006,	p.	179)	words,	 including	
stance	“makes	the	concept	of	metadiscourse	overly	broad	and	inclusive,	and	leads	us	too	





of	metadiscourse,	 Ädel	 contributes	 to	 the	 clarification	 of	 the	 term.	 Furthermore,	 some	
authors	like	Querol-Julián	and	Fortanet-Gómez	(2012)	or	Querol-Julián	(2011b)	favor	the	
use	of	 terms	 like	evaluation	 for	 their	 studies	on	stance	 thus	 identifying	 it	as	a	 separate	
category.	 For	 a	 further	 development	 of	 the	 differences	 between	 evaluation	 and	
metadiscourse	go	to	Ädel	 (2005).	On	top	of	 that,	 I	argue	that	there	are	two	unresolved	
issues	in	Ädel's	(2006)	model.	First,	as	in	previous	models,	Ädel’s	(2006)	approach	focuses	
on	written	language	while	spoken	genres	are	neglected.	The	second	issue	has	to	do	with	
the	 treatment	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse:	 while	 introducing	 topic,	 focusing,	
concluding,	 reminding,	 adding	 and	 contextualizing	 are	 included	 within	 metatext,	 and	
therefore	 personal	metadiscourse,	phorics	 is	 separated	 and	 included	within	 impersonal	
metadiscourse.	I	argue	that	all	these	elements	contribute	to	the	organization	and	cohesion	
of	 the	 text,	 yet	 they	 are	not	 closely	presented.	 In	 a	 sense,	 organizational	 elements	 are	
dispersed	 among	 the	 different	 subcategories	 of	 metadiscourse	 and	many	 times	 lack	 a	
proper	definition.	Moreover,	an	explicit	previewing	category	including	metadiscourse	used	
to	refer	to	information	to	be	disclosed	at	a	future	point	in	the	discourse	is	missing,	as	it	
seems	 to	be	 included	within	 the	 introducing	 topic	or	 the	phorics	categories.	 These	 two	
issues	will	be	solved	in	Ädel	(2010).	
Ädel's	 (2010)	article	examines	30	spoken	academic	 lectures	and	130	essays,	 thus	partly	
shifting	her	focus	onto	spoken	genres.	She	also	presents	a	prolonged	re-examination	of	her	
taxonomy	in	Ädel	(2006).	The	greatest	change	has	to	do	with	the	identification	of	two	broad	
categories	 of	 metadiscourse:	 metatext,	 which	 is	 divided	 into	metalinguistic	 comments,	







































































comments	 encompasses	 previous	 types	 of	 metadiscourse	 like	 clarifying,	 defining	
(managing	terminology)	and	adds	repairing,	commenting	on	linguistic	form/meaning	and	
reformulating.	 It	 is	also	 interesting	 to	remark	how	terminology	changes	 from	a	written-
discourse-oriented	 perspective	 into	 a	 more	 inclusive	 standpoint	 that	 allows	 for	 the	
incorporation	 of	 spoken	 genres	 (writer-reader	 interaction	 vs.	 audience	 interaction,	 or	
anticipating	the	reader’s	 response	vs.	anticipating	the	audience’s	 response	among	many	
other	examples).	
Then,	a	new	category	entitled	discourse	organization	 is	 included	and	compiles	all	 those	




management	 of	 topics	 and	 phorics	 (substituting	 the	 previous	 categories	 of	phorics	 and	
references	to	the	text/code	and	agglutinating	all	of	these	types	under	a	common	organizing	



















minute;	 we’ll	 talk	 about	 that	 on	 Wednesday’s	 lecture;	 or	 we’ll	 see	 how	 history	 is	
represented	throughout	the	semester.		
Following	 with	 the	 general	 categorization,	 a	 further	 broad	 inclusion	 is	 the	 category	 of	
speech	 act	 labels,	 which	 encompasses	 previous	 types	 of	 metadiscourse	 like	 arguing,	
exemplifying	and	other	speech	act	labeling	(discourse	labels).		
Finally,	 the	 category	 references	 to	 the	 audience	 includes	metadiscursive	 types	 that	 are	
singularly	 relevant	 in	 the	 case	 of	 spoken	 language:	managing	 comprehension/channel,	
managing	audience	discipline,	anticipating	 the	audience’s	 response,	 imagining	scenarios	









Additionally,	as	 I	mentioned	before,	one	of	 the	aspects	 that	becomes	relevant	 in	Ädel’s	
model	is	her	concern	to	establish	a	series	of	features	to	properly	identify	metadiscourse.	
Metadiscourse	is	a	fuzzy	category	and	it	is	often	difficult	for	the	analyst	to	discern	whether	
a	 fragment	 can	 be	 considered	 as	 metadiscourse	 or	 not,	 or	 to	 accurately	 categorize	
instances.	In	this	sense,	Ädel	(2006)	proposes	five	features	to	identify	metadiscourse.	First,	
metadiscourse	 should	 be	 explicit	 –also	 in	Mauranen	 (1993b)-;	 i.e.,	 there	 should	 be	 an	
evident	presence	of	the	text,	the	writer	or	the	reader	through	wording.	 In	other	words,	
there	needs	to	be	a	degree	of	reflection	upon	language	for	metadiscourse	to	occur.	This	
excludes	 previous	 approaches	 where	 typographical	 elements	 were	 also	 considered	 as	






of	 reflexivity	 is	present.	 In	 this	 sense,	metadiscourse	can	be	used	 to	organize	both,	 the	
discourse	 itself	 and	 other	 non-related	 or	 external	 events.	 For	 instance,	 if	 a	 lecturer	 is	





thus,	 metadiscourse	 refers	 to	 the	 current	 text,	 rather	 than	 to	 other	 texts,	 in	 which	
metadiscursive	fragments	are	seen	as	intertextuality.	This	idea	will	play	an	important	role	
when	analyzing	some	of	the	lectures	within	the	corpus	of	this	thesis,	especially	 in	those	
literature-related	 sessions	 where	 a	 high	 use	 of	 metadiscourse	 referring	 to	 external	
materials	and	stories	can	be	found.	In	any	case,	and	for	the	purposes	of	my	analysis,	I	will	
only	 take	 into	 account	 metadiscourse	 that	 clearly	 refers	 and	 shows	 reflexivity	 on	 the	
discourse	produced	by	the	speakers.	The	last	two	features	described	by	Ädel	are	writer	qua	












There	 are	 two	 last	 points	 that	 I	 would	 like	 to	 make	 regarding	 the	 identification	 of	
metadiscourse.	As	I	briefly	discussed	above,	there	are	instances	of	metadiscourse	that	may	
be	 encompassed	 within	 more	 than	 one	 category.	 From	 now	 on,	 I	 will	 refer	 to	 this	

















an	 identification	 of	 metadiscourse	 with	 all	 non-propositional	 material)	 and	 setting	 a	
number	 of	 criteria	 for	 the	 identification	 of	 metadiscursive	 material,	 metadiscourse	
becomes	 less	 of	 a	 fuzzy	 category	 thus	 leading	 to	more	 accurate	 studies.	 Ädel's	 (2010)	
taxonomy	particularly	fits	the	purposes	of	this	thesis	as	 it	recognizes	the	singularities	of	
















In	 this	 section,	 I	 review	 some	 of	 the	 studies	 conducted	 on	 metadiscourse	 in	 spoken	
academic	 genres.	 In	 this	 sense,	 in	 Section	 3.3.1,	 I	 look	 at	 some	 recent	 studies	 of	
metadiscourse	in	spoken	genres,	with	a	particular	interest	in	the	developments	in	the	genre	





As	 I	 have	 outlined	 throughout	 this	 chapter,	most	 studies	 on	metadiscourse	 have	 been	










Toumi,	 2009;	 Vassileva,	 2000;	 Yakhontova,	 2006),	 undergraduate	 and	 postgraduate	
academic	writing	(Ädel,	2006;	Anwardeen	et	al.,	2013;	Burneikaitè,	2008;	Crismore	et	al.,	















developed	 in	 the	 early	 2000s.	 Two	 great	 branches	 can	 be	 identified	 in	 metadiscourse	
approaches:	studies	on	research	discourse	such	as	conference	presentations	(Dubois,	1981;	
Heino	 et	 al.,	 2002;	 McKinlay	 &	 Potter,	 1987;	 Querol-Julián,	 2011b;	 Querol-Julián	 &	
Fortanet-Gómez,	2012;	Wulff,	Swales,	&	Keller,	2009)	and	studies	on	lectures	(Ädel,	2010;	




2002;	 Schleef,	 2008;	 Simpson,	 2006;	 Swales,	 2001;	 Swales	 &	 Burke,	 2003;	 Thompson,	
2003).	 Furthermore,	 these	 studies	 have	 been	 conducted	 with	 distinct	 aims	 in	 mind	
(comparisons	of	hedges,	discourse	markers	or	lexical	bundles,	for	instance;	or	description	
of	 genres).	 I	 would	 like	 to	 highlight	 some	 of	 the	 aforementioned	 investigations	 on	
metadiscourse	in	lectures	that	put	their	foci	on	how	lectures	are	organized.	Much	has	been	
said	about	how	lectures	are	organized	from	a	lexico-grammatical	point	of	view	and	about	
lecture	structural	patterns	–see	Young	(1994),	 for	example,	 in	Section	1.3.1.2-,	but	 I	am	
interested	 in	 the	 role	 of	 metadiscourse	 and	 how	 it	 contributes	 to	 the	 structuring	 of	
lectures.			
Crawford	 Camiciottoli	 (2004)	 compares	 the	 use	 of	 interactive	 discourse	 structuring	
elements	 in	guest	 lectures	for	non-native	speakers	(English	as	L1	and	L2)	and	classroom	
lectures	for	mostly	native	speakers	(English	as	L1).	She	looks	at	how	native	and	non-native	






that	 there	 is	 a	higher	use	of	 structuring	patterns	 in	 the	non-native	guest	 lecturers.	 She	
suggests	 that	 this	 might	 be	 rooted	 in	 the	 identification	 of	 the	 lecturers	 as	 non-native	
speakers	themselves	and	their	understanding	of	the	students’	difficulties.	Native	speaker	
guest	 lecturers,	 in	 turn,	 seem	 to	 be	 less	 concerned	 with	 language	 issues	 and	 use	 less	








corpus-driven	 analysis,	 they	 conclude	 that	 the	 use	 of	 metadiscourse	 depends	 on	 the	




Camiciottoli	 also	 identifies	 a	 higher	 presence	 of	metadiscursive	 devices	when	 lecturers	
interacted	with	non-native	speakers.	On	the	other	hand,	and	referring	to	the	organization	
of	discourse,	lecturers	in	content	university	classes	focus	more	on	framing	the	discourse	to	
set	up	 classrooms	 tasks	with	 twice	as	much	use	of	 frame	markers	 than	 in	 EAP	 lessons.	
Transitions	are	more	common	in	these	lectures	and	contribute	to	maintaining	coherence	












four-word	 lexical	 bundles	 play	 a	 relevant	 role	 in	 discourse	 signaling	 in	 lectures	 and	




by	 these	 bundles	 (introducing	 topic,	 changing	 topic,	 marking	 asides,	 etc.)	 following	 a	
comprehensive	study	of	metadiscourse.		





they	 include	 interaction	 (a	 non-metadiscoursal	 category	 in	 Young’s	 theory)	 as	
metadiscourse	 together	 with	 discourse	 structuring	 and	 conclusion.	 Additionally,	 they	
subdivide	 each	 of	 these	 phases	 (discourse	 structuring,	 interaction,	 and	 conclusion)	 in	 a	
series	 of	 types	 of	 metadiscourse	 that	 could	 perform	 each	 of	 these	 functions.	 Special	
relevance	 is	 given	 to	 the	 phase	 of	 discourse	 structuring	 which	 is	 divided	 into	 openers,	
sequencers,	 topicalizers,	 prospective	 markers	 and	 retrospective	 markers.	 Even	 though	
Dafouz	Milne	and	Núñez	Perucha’s	taxonomy	provides	a	useful	tool	for	the	metadiscourse	
analyst,	especially	when	referring	to	discourse	organization,	it	is	less	extensive	than	Ädel's	
(2010).	 Dafouz	 Milne	 and	 Núñez	 Perucha,	 for	 example,	 consider	 conclusion	 phases	 as	
separate	from	discourse	structuring	phases.	Ädel,	on	the	other	hand,	includes	concluding	
topic	within	discourse	organization,	which	seems	more	logical	as	these	conclusions	indicate	










rather	 low.	 This	 might	 be	 due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 different	 approaches	 to	 what	 can	 be	
considered	one	type	of	metadiscourse	or	another	are	being	used.	While	Dafouz	Milne	and	
Núñez	Perucha	 include	 rhetorical	questions	 like	 “What	 is	 the	main	 characteristic	of	 the	
service	 conditions	 for	 pistons?”	 and	 structures	 such	 as	 “we	 have”	 as	 topicalizers,	 these	
instances	 would	 be	 part	 of	 audience	 interaction	 rather	 than	 discourse	 organization	 in	







Crawford	 Camiciottoli	 (2004),	 Dafouz	 Milne	 and	 Núñez	 Perucha	 (2010)	 and	 Lee	 and	
Subtirelu	(2015)	all	compare	to	a	greater	or	lesser	extent	the	use	of	metadiscourse	between	
native	 and	 non-native	 speakers	 and	 throughout	 disciplines.	 Nevertheless,	 to	 my	
knowledge,	 few	 studies	 compare	 metadiscourse	 across	 different	 types	 of	 lecturers	






paralinguistic	 and	 non-verbal	 aspects	 as	 well	 as	 the	 interrelation	 among	 them	 when	











from	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 perspectives.	 Nevertheless,	 while	 studies	 on	 metadiscourse	 in	
lectures	 are	 abundant,	 very	 few	 of	 these	 studies	 are	 conducted	 from	 a	 multimodal	
perspective,	 i.e.	 going	 beyond	 a	 linguistic	 approach	 into	 an	 examination	 of	 non-verbal	
material.		
Within	the	studies	on	spoken	academic	research,	Querol-Julián	(2010,	2011a,	2011b)	and	









When	 it	comes	to	the	study	of	 lectures	there	 is	also	an	 important	set	of	studies	 from	a	
multimodal	 point	 of	 view	 (see	 Section	 1.3.2	 for	 a	 full	 development	 of	 the	multimodal	
studies	in	lectures).	However,	out	of	these	studies,	only	Bernad-Mechó	(2015a,	2017a)	and	
Bernad-Mechó	and	Fortanet-Gómez	(2017,	forthcoming)	are	particularly	concerned	about	
metadiscourse	 (once	again,	 see	Section	1.3.2	 for	 a	description	of	 these	 studies).	 To	my	
knowledge,	 very	 few	 studies	 deal	 with	 metadiscourse	 in	 lectures	 from	 a	 multimodal	
perspective.	Even	more	difficult	is	to	find	studies	that	approach	the	organization	of	lectures	
from	a	multimodal	point	of	view.		
One	 of	 the	 examples	 in	 which	 non-verbal	 aspects	 are	 considered	 in	 the	 study	 of	
metadiscourse	is	Thompson	(2003).	This	researcher	conducts	a	study	where	she	compares	




lectures	 and	 five	 EAP	 published	 listening	 materials.	 The	 groundbreaking	 aspect	 of	 this	
article	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 Thompson	 also	 analyzes	 intonation	 as	 a	 resource	 to	 structure	





















smaller	 phonological	 sections	 within	 a	 phonological	 paragraph	 indicated	 by	 a	 low	
termination	in	the	previous	segment,	a	decrease	in	volume	and/or	speed,	and/or	a	pause.	









the	only	 important	 variables	 […]	Rost	 (2002,	 p.	 234)	 emphasizes	 the	difficulty	of	 deciding	
which	 of	 many	 different	 variables	 (speed	 of	 delivery,	 accent,	 use	 of	 text-structure	
metadiscourse	etc.)	have	the	greatest	influence	over	lecture	comprehension.	Undoubtedly,	
for	 example,	 visual	 information	 (slides,	 OHTs,	 video	 clips	 etc.)	 can	 play	 a	 crucial	 role	 in	
signaling	the	organization	of	a	lecture	(Charles	&	Ventola,	2002;	King,	1994).	
Thompson’s	 article	 represents	 one	 of	 the	 initial	 insights	 into	 metadiscourse	 from	 a	






from	a	main	verbal	 feature	that	 is	accompanied	by	non-verbal	 features.	 In	this	sense,	 it	
seems	that	some	metadiscursive	functions	like	topic	shifts	may	be	indicated	through	non-
verbal	cues	even	when	no	verbal	metadiscourse	is	present.	In	other	words,	the	function	of	
indicating	 a	 change	 in	 topic	 can	 be	 performed	 through	 non-verbal	 language	 as	






looks	 into	how	transitions	 in	content	 seem	to	be	marked	by	 the	use	of	pauses	and	 the	
presence	of	 lip	 adaptors	 functioning	 as	 structuring	 signals.	 Thus,	Hübler	 concludes	 that	
non-verbal	features	may	serve	structuring	functions	in	communication.	This	contribution,	
however,	cannot	be	interpreted	from	a	traditional	theory	of	metadiscourse	as	no	reflection	
upon	the	discourse	 is	produced.	 In	other	words,	 for	metadiscourse	to	occur	a	condition	
needs	to	be	met:	“the	writer’s	explicit	commentary	on	her	own	ongoing	discourse”	(Ädel,	


























and	pragmatics	 (see	sections	1.1.1	and	1.1.2)	 to	discuss	the	metadiscursive	 functions	of	
organizational	metadiscourse	 and	 the	 context	 in	which	 it	 occurs.	 Besides,	 the	 study	 of	
Jakobson’s	 functions	 of	 language	 (Section	 1.1.3)	 and	 Halliday’s	 SFL	 (Section	 1.1.4)	 is	
necessary	to	understand	the	development	of	the	distinct	models	of	metadiscourse,	and,	in	
the	case	of	SFL,	it	also	helps	to	explain	the	development	of	MSS	and	MDA,	and	contributes	






On	 the	multimodal	plane	 in	 this	 thesis,	 several	approaches	 towards	multimodality	have	
































of	 the	 methodological	 framework	 employed	 to	 explore	 the	 linguistic	 aspects	 of	
organizational	metadiscourse	in	lectures	and	the	non-verbal	semiotic	resources	employed.	
The	 last	part	of	 the	 chapter	 is	devoted	 to	detailing	how	 the	analysis	of	 the	multimodal	
structures	 of	 organizational	 sections	 has	 been	 conducted	 and	 how	 the	 role	 of	













This	 dissertation	 aims	 to	 shed	 new	 light	 on	 the	 current	 research	 on	 spoken	 academic	
discourse	by	employing	a	multimodal	approach	to	the	study	of	metadiscourse	and	its	role	
in	the	organizational	process	of	 lectures.	 In	short,	the	purpose	of	this	thesis	 is	to	take	a	
look,	from	a	multimodal	perspective,	at	the	use	of	metadiscourse	and	how	it	is	being	used	
to	organize	lectures.	As	I	described	in	Section	3.3.2,	multimodal	approaches	to	the	study	of	
metadiscourse	 are	 scarce,	 and	 so	 are	 the	 studies	 in	 which	 the	 lecturers’	 discourse	 is	
examined	as	a	combination	of	modes.	In	Section	1.3.2,	moreover,	I	argued	that	while	some	
aspects	 dealing	 with	 the	multimodal	 nature	 of	 the	 lectures	 have	 received	 attention	 in	
recent	years	(e.g.	the	use	of	visuals,	the	use	of	the	board,	or	multimodal	literacy),	very	few	
studies	 have	 explored	 the	multimodal	 communication	 of	 lecturers	 –see	 Bernad-Mechó	
(2015a,	 2017a),	 Bernad-Mechó	 and	 Fortanet-Gómez	 (2017,	 forthcoming),	 or	 Crawford	
Camiciottoli	 (2015,	2016)	as	representative	examples.	Multimodal	analyses	towards	oral	
genres	 seem	 to	 offer	 a	 more	 inclusive	 picture	 of	 the	 elements	 playing	 a	 role	 in	 the	
communicative	 process.	 In	 this	 sense,	 the	 study	 here	 presented	 goes	 beyond	 most	
traditional	 studies	 of	 metadiscourse	 where	 only	 linguistic	 features	 are	 considered	 and	
explores	non-linguistic	layers	of	meaning	in	order	to	understand	how	these	are	combined	
in	 the	 communicative	 process.	 Therefore,	 and	 as	 I	 describe	 in	 Section	 4.4,	 I	 create	 a	






the	 students	 in	 their	 learning	 process.	 Therefore,	 in	 order	 to	 explore	 how	 lectures	 are	
organized	 and	 how	 this	 organization	 is	 transmitted	 to	 the	 audience,	 I	 focus	 on	 those	
sections	of	the	lectures	where	organizational	metadiscourse	is	present.	An	initial	linguistic	






appropriate	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	 the	
classroom.	This,	however,	does	not	mean	that	I	somehow	prioritize	the	linguistic	mode	over	
non-verbal	modes.	 Instead,	 the	 linguistic	 expressions	of	metadiscourse	are	 identified	 in	
order	 to	 single	 out	 relevant	 segments	 in	 the	 lectures	 where	 organization	 occurs.	
Considering	 this,	 I	 assume	 that	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 is	 employed	 by	 lecturers	
through	the	use	of	an	elaborate	compendium	of	modes,	which	should	initially	receive	equal	













at	 the	 verbal	 transcriptions	 of	 the	 lecturer’s	 speech.	 In	 this	 study,	 I	 suggest	 that	 by	
considering	the	sequences	of	actions	performed	by	the	lecturers	in	organizational	sections,	
a	further	insight	into	the	role	that	metadiscourse	plays	in	those	actions	can	be	obtained.	














to	 its	 conveyance	 that	 seem	 to	 be	 related,	 to	 an	 extent,	 to	 the	 lecturing	 styles	 of	 the	
lecturers.	 Bearing	 this	 in	 mind,	 I	 set	 out	 to	 investigate	 how	 different	 lecturing	 styles	
constrain	or	determine	the	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse.		
Thus,	 in	order	 to	 fulfill	 these	aims,	 I	present	 four	main	analyses:	a	detailed	quantitative	
exploration	of	152	 lectures	 to	account	 for	 the	usage	of	organizational	metadiscourse	 in	
terms	of	quantity;	a	subsequent	linguistic	exploration	of	the	use	of	metadiscourse	in	a	sub-
corpus	 of	 six	 representative	 lectures;	 a	 multimodal	 exploration	 of	 the	 use	 of	 semiotic	
resources	in	a	dataset	extracted	from	the	aforementioned	sub-corpus;	and	a	multimodal	
review	 of	 the	 structures	 of	 organizational	 sections	 in	 which	 metadiscourse	 is	 used	
employing	 the	 sub-corpus	 of	 representative	 lectures.	 The	 ultimate	 practical	 aim	 of	 the	


















































and	 3.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 second	 part	 of	 the	 study	 looks	 into	 how	 organizational	
metadiscourse	is	used	in	the	structuring	process	of	the	lectures.			
Having	 this	 idea	 in	 mind,	 the	 RQ1	 aims	 to	 provide	 an	 initial	 overview	 of	 the	 use	 of	
organizational	metadiscourse	 in	 lectures.	 In	 order	 to	 answer	 this	 question,	 I	 conduct	 a	
quantitative	study	to	identify	and	classify	all	metadiscursive	instances	along	six	full	courses	
in	 social	 sciences.	 The	 results	 will	 show	 the	 most	 common	 types	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse	 in	 academic	 lectures	 (RQ	1.1).	Moreover,	 I	 explore	where	organizational	
metadiscourse	is	commonly	concentrated	in	the	lectures	and	throughout	the	course	with	








more	 common	 as	 well	 as	 the	 distribution	 of	 metadiscursive	 elements	 throughout	 the	
course	 (RQ	 1.2).	 Finally,	 these	 findings	 are	 compared	 taking	 into	 account	 the	 different	
lecturing	styles	 (RQ	1.3).	Several	 results	are	expected:	as	 initial	explorations	of	 the	data	
anticipate	(Bernad-Mechó,	2017b;	Bernad-Mechó	&	Fortanet-Gómez,	2017,	forthcoming),	
differences	 in	 the	 quantitative	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 are	 found	 across	
lecturing	styles.	 In	this	regard,	conversational	style	lecturers	appear	to	employ	the	most	
organizational	 metadiscursive	 instances	 while	 rhetorical	 style	 lecturers	 use	 the	 least.	
Moreover,	 a	 higher	 use	of	 phorics	management	metadiscourse	 to	 give	 cohesion	 to	 the	
lecture	is	expected;	in	particular,	those	of	endophoric	marking,	previewing,	and	reviewing	





might	 be	 carried	 out	 through	 the	 use	 of	previewing	metadiscourse.	 Likewise,	 lecturers	
might	devote	the	last	lectures	of	the	course	to	summarize	the	main	contents	and	therefore,	








a	 higher	 frequency	 (structuring	 segments),	 I	 restrict	 both	 the	 linguistic	 and	multimodal	
analyses	to	those	relevant	(general)	uses	of	organizational	metadiscourse.	As	I	describe	in	
Section	 4.3,	 multimodal	 analyses	 entail	 arduous	 time-consuming	 annotating	 tasks;	







RQ2	 looks	 at	 the	 linguistic	 data	 from	a	 qualitative	 point	 of	 view.	 This	 question	 aims	 to	
explore	 the	 linguistic	 intricacies	 appearing	 in	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	
across	 lecturing	 styles.	 Particularly,	 I	 intend	 to	account	 for	 any	 relevant	 similarities	 and	
differences	 in	 the	 construction	 of	 metadiscursive	 instances	 from	 a	 lexico-grammatical	
perspective,	 taking	 into	 account	 how	 metadiscourse	 is	 created	 syntactically	 and	
semantically	 (RQ	 2.1).	 As	 I	 mentioned	 before,	 differences	 in	 the	 multimodal	 use	 of	
organizational	 metadiscourse	 across	 lecturing	 styles	 are	 expected	 (Bernad-Mechó	 &	






Furthermore,	 I	 aim	 to	 explore	 what	 particular	 combinations	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 are	
brought	 together	during	structuring	segments	 in	order	 to	discern	how	metadiscourse	 is	
expressed	 non-verbally	 (RQ	 3.2).	 In	 this	 context,	 I	 further	 intend	 to	 find	 out	 whether	
lecturing	 styles	 constrain	 the	 availability	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 (RQ	 3.3).	 As	 I	 discussed	
above,	 in	 Bernad-Mechó	 and	 Fortanet-Gómez	 (forthcoming),	 we	 argue	 that	 lecturers	
following	 different	 lecturing	 styles	 resort	 to	 distinct	 semiotic	 resources	 when	 trying	 to	
engage	 the	 audience	 in	 the	 lecture.	 The	 paper	 shows	 how	 the	 modal	 density	 in	 the	
multimodal	ensembles	seems	to	decrease	as	the	influence	of	written	notes	becomes	more	
obvious	 for	 the	 lecturers.	 Thus,	 the	 modal	 density	 in	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse	decreases	from	rhetorical	to	conversational	styles	and	from	conversational	
to	reading	styles.	In	the	present	thesis,	I	aim	to	confirm	these	results	in	a	larger	scale	study.	
To	 answer	 this	 question,	 I	 perform	 a	 fine-grained	 multimodal	 analysis	 of	 the	 modes	
employed	in	structuring	segments.		
Finally,	RQ4	completes	 the	present	study	by	examining	 the	structure	of	 lectures	 from	a	
multimodal	 perspective.	 This	 research	 question	 aims	 to	 provide	 insights	 into	 the	
structuring	 process	 of	 lectures	 from	 an	 innovative	 perspective,	 i.e.	 by	 considering	 the	






ultimate	purpose	of	 this	question	 is	 to	discern	 the	 role	of	organizational	metadiscourse	
within	 the	 sequences	 of	 actions	 (RQ	 4.2).	 An	 MIA	 approach	 towards	 the	 analysis	 of	
structure	 will	 allow	 the	 identification	 of	 sequences	 of	 higher-level	 actions	 occurring	
simultaneously	 in	 the	 lectures.	 These	 actions,	 in	 turn,	 can	 be	 attached	 to	 a	 degree	 of	
attention/awareness	 indicated	 by	 the	 modal	 density	 of	 each	 action.	 Consequently,	 a	
certain	 degree	 of	 importance	 can	 be	 assigned	 to	 the	 actions	 in	 which	 organizational	
metadiscourse	 is	 verbalized.	 Thus,	 these	 actions	 occur	 in	 either	 the	 foreground,	 the	
midground	or	the	background	in	the	foreground-background	continuum.	A	specific	role	of	
metadiscursive	 actions	 may	 be	 then	 hinted	 at	 by	 considering	 the	 attention/awareness	
received	by	the	given	action	(see	Section	2.2.3	for	an	extensive	review	of	MIA	approaches).	
In	 a	 preliminary	 study	 (Bernad-Mechó,	 2017a),	 I	 demonstrate	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	
structures	in	the	introductions	of	topics	in	a	conversational	style	lecturer	and	how	verbal	


































I	 argue	 that	 the	 benefits	 of	 using	 lectures	 extracted	 from	 an	 OCW	 over	 self-recorded	
lectures	are	diverse.	On	the	one	hand,	OCW	commonly	offer	real	lectures	that	have	been	








the	 final	 result	 is	 shared	with	 the	 same	 license	 as	 the	 original.	 In	 a	way,	working	with	





















































full	 courses	 and	 a	 total	 amount	 of	 152	 lectures	 in	 Humanities.	 The	 decision	 to	 choose	
Humanities	 lectures	 was	 not	 arbitrary.	 As	 Crawford	 Camiciottoli	 (2015)	 argues,	 most	
multimodal	research	on	lectures	has	focused	on	hard	sciences	–see,	for	instance,	Artemeva	
and	Fox	 (2011),	 Fox	and	Artemeva	 (2013),	O’Halloran	 (1998,	2003,	2008),	or	Weinberg,	
Fukawa-Connelly,	and	Wiesner	(2013).	In	this	sense,	very	few	studies	focus	on	the	study	of	
Social	Sciences	and	Humanities	–Bernad-Mechó	and	Fortanet-Gómez	(2017),	or	Crawford	
Camiciottoli	 (2015,	 2016),	 for	 example-	 and	 further	 explorations	 on	 these	 fields	would	
entail	valuable	contributions	in	the	process	of	discerning	the	intricacies	of	the	multimodal	
discourse	of	 lecturers.	Moreover,	 and	 as	 I	 detail	 in	 this	 section,	 in	 order	 to	 carry	out	 a	
















Still	 and	 all,	 the	 selection	 of	 these	 specific	 courses	within	 Humanities	was	 not	 random	
either.	The	design	of	the	corpus	was	planned	according	to	the	objectives	of	this	thesis.	In	
this	sense,	this	thesis	does	not	attempt	to	make	a	contrastive	study	of	different	disciplines;	





the	 courses	 from	 Yale	 University’s	 OCW	 so	 that	 the	 differences	 between	 lectures	 and	
between	 lecturers	were	as	minimal	as	possible.	 In	particular,	 I	 considered	the	 following	
aspects:	 the	amount	of	 interaction	between	 lecturers	and	students,	 the	duration	of	 the	
lectures,	and	the	number	of	lectures	in	a	course.	Furthermore,	I	selected	two	courses	being	
taught	in	each	of	the	lecturing	styles	considered	in	this	thesis	(conversational,	rhetorical	






















to	 analyze.	 In	 the	 compilation	 of	 the	 corpus,	 I	 tried	 to	 avoid	 selecting	 lectures	 of	 very	









Similarly,	a	 further	aspect	 to	examine	was	 the	number	of	classes	within	a	course.	Most	
courses	in	Yale’s	repertoire	consist	of	24	to	26	lectures.	However,	there	are	some	courses	
where	the	average	number	of	sessions	ranges	from	35	to	38.	The	number	of	lectures	might	
not	 be	 exceedingly	 relevant	 to	 explain	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	metadiscourse	 from	 a	





The	 lecturing	 style	 of	 the	 lecturers	 (see	 Section	 1.3.1.1)	 rounds	 up	 the	 picture	 of	 the	
compilation	of	the	corpus.	In	order	to	compare	how	lecturing	styles	influence	in	the	verbal	
and	non-verbal	uses	of	organizational	metadiscourse	and	in	the	structuring	processes	 in	
the	 lectures,	 I	decided	to	choose	 two	conversational	 style,	 two	rhetorical	 style	and	 two	
reading	 style	 lecturers	 according	 to	 the	 definitions	 by	 Dudley-Evans	 (1994).	 Although	
lecturers	 cannot	 always	 be	 categorized	 completely	 within	 one	 style	 or	 another	 –for	
instance,	 some	 reading	 style	 lecturers	 may	 also	 offer	 spontaneous	 comments	 as	 a	
conversational	style	lecturer	might	do,	or	a	rhetorical	style	lecturer	could	occasionally	turn	
to	their	notes	to	verify	details-,	I	selected	the	lecturers	in	terms	of	how	much	they	would	












a	multimodal	analysis	of	 the	semiotic	resources	employed	 in	the	 lectures	that	has	been	
carried	out	on	a	sub-corpus	of	six	structuring	segments	extracted	from	the	representative	
lectures;	and	a	multimodal	analysis	of	the	structure	of	the	actions	in	the	lectures	for	which	
the	 corpus	 of	 representative	 lectures	 has	 been	 used.	 In	 this	 regard,	 although	 the	
quantitative	and	linguistic	analyses	just	required	a	linguistic	transcription	of	the	lectures	
that	 allowed	 for	 the	 exploration	 of	 the	 types	 and	 distributions	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse,	the	multimodal	analyses	entailed	a	close	examination	of	video	and	audio	
data	 in	 order	 to	 account	 for	 the	 use	 of	 non-verbal	 modes.	 Accordingly,	 a	 number	 of	





example,	 at	 the	 back	 of	 the	 classroom,	 in	 the	 first	 rows,	 or	 from	 a	 side).	 Occasionally,	
cameras	may	be	directed	 to	 a	 visual	 presentation	or	 to	 the	board,	 especially	when	 the	
lecturer	is	using	these	resources.	In	the	interest	of	obtaining	valid	data	for	the	multimodal	
analyses,	the	type	of	shot	and	framing	of	the	lecturers	was	paramount.	A	too	general	shot	
would	 be	 inadequate	 when	 carrying	 out	 a	 multimodal	 analysis	 of	 gestures,	 head	





















(see	Section	4.3.3)	 they	have	proven	 to	be	useful	 in	 the	 identification	of	organizational	
metadiscourse.	
By	considering	all	these	aspects,	I	attempted	to	minimize	the	differences	from	one	course	
to	 the	 other	 to	 create	 a	 unified	 corpus.	 However,	 despite	 the	 efforts	 to	 create	 a	
homogeneous	 corpus,	 there	 may	 be	 factors	 that	 are	 difficult	 to	 be	 accounted	 for;	 for	
example,	individual,	cultural	and	social	traits	that	may	influence	both	the	use	of	verbal	and	
non-verbal	 resources	 and	 the	 ways	 in	 which	 lectures	 are	 delivered.	 In	 this	 sense,	
idiosyncratic	traits	seem	to	be	present	at	all	times.	Thus,	lecturers	within	their	respective	
lecturing	styles	might	show	their	own	particular	individual	features.	In	this	line,	Galloway	
(1972)	argues	 that	non-verbal	 cues	are	highly	 individual	and	are	 influenced	by	series	of	








from	Emancipation	 to	 the	Present”;	Course	2	–	 “The	American	Revolution”;	Course	3	–	
“Death”	(a	Philosophy	course);	Course	4	–	“The	American	Novel	since	1945”;	Course	5	–	
“Epidemics	 in	Western	 Society	 since	 1600”;	 and	 Course	 6	 –	 “Cervantes’	 Don	Quixote”.	




















5.3).	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 I	 took	 into	 account	 the	 distribution	 of	 organizational	





Furthermore,	 I	 also	 account	 for	 the	 presence	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	






in	 Section	 4.4,	 two	 multimodal	 analyses	 have	 been	 conducted	 in	 this	 thesis:	 an	 MDA	
examination	 of	 the	 use	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 in	 the	 conveyance	 of	 organizational	









extra	 planning.	 In	 other	 words,	 the	 MIA	 approach	 aims	 to	 explore	 the	 prototypical	





of	 verbal	 and	 non-verbal	 cues	 conveying	 meaning	 in	 organizational	 instances.	














the	 thesis	 focusing	 on	 those	 relevant	 uses	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	
representative	 lectures.	 Two	 sub-corpora	 have	 been	 further	 created	 from	 this	 broad	
corpus.	 The	 first	 one	 contains	 a	 representative	 lecture	 from	 each	 of	 the	 six	 courses	







segment)	 has	 been	 selected	 from	 each	 of	 these	 six	 representative	 lectures	 in	 order	 to	
























American	History)	 25	 159990	 19h	30’	46”	 6400	 46’	50”	
Course	2	(The	American	
Revolution)	 25	 190017	 18h	25’	30”	 7601	 44’	13”	
Course	3	(Philosophy:	
death)	 26	 174775	 20h	45’	12”	 6722	 47’	53”	
Course	4	(The	American	
Novel)	
25*	 157428	 19h	56’	11”	 6297	 47’	51”	
Course	5	(History	of	
Epidemics)	
25*	 136654	 20h	2’	28”	 5466	 48’	6”	
Course	6	(Spanish	
Literature:	Don	Quixote)	

































Finally,	 the	 multimodal	 analysis	 of	 the	 semiotic	 resources	 employed	 in	 the	 use	 of	
organizational	 metadiscourse	 has	 been	 carried	 out	 on	 a	 collection	 of	 short	 video-clips	
extracted	 from	 the	 sub-corpus	described	 in	Table	4.2.	One	 clip	was	 selected	 from	each	
lecture.	 The	 clips	 were	 chosen	 considering	 those	 fragments	 containing	 abundant	
organizational	metadiscourse;	 in	other	words,	 structuring	segments	were	 identified	and	
one	of	them	was	selected	in	each	of	the	lectures.	The	introductions	to	the	lectures	were	









the	 lecturer	 spends	 the	 first	 moments	 of	 the	 session	 reading	 and	 commenting	 on	 a	
fragment	from	a	diary.	All	segments	in	this	sub-corpus	were	selected	taking	into	account	
the	first	metadiscursive	instance	in	the	fragment	as	the	starting	point,	and	the	end	of	the	






accompanying	 organizational	 metadiscourse.	 Table	 4.3	 below	 describes	 the	 video-clips	
selected	for	the	multimodal	analyses.	
Lecture	 Code	 Number	of	words	 Duration	 Extracted	from	
C1_L13	 SS_C1	 377	 2’	48”	 06:52:18	to	09:40:12	
C2_L13	 SS_C2	 564	 3’	39”	 00:01:00	to	03:39:23	
C3_L15	 SS_C3	 260	 2’	5”	 14:47:29	to	16:52:29	
C4_L13	 SS_C4	 235	 1’	53”	 07:16:01	to	09:09:01	
C5_L15	 SS_C5	 239	 2’	13”	 00:01:00	to	02:14:00	





The	 process	 of	 preparing	 the	 corpus	was	 divided	 into	 three	 stages:	 the	 compilation	 of	












The	 first	 step	 in	 the	 preparation	 of	 the	 corpus	was	 to	 download	 all	 152	 videos	 of	 the	
lectures	 together	with	 their	 verbal	 transcriptions	 from	Open	Yale	Courses	website.	 The	


















The	 audio	 correction,	 in	 turn,	 was	 carried	 out	 using	 Adobe	 Audition,	 software	 for	 the	












At	 this	 point,	 the	 linguistic	 transcriptions	 of	 the	 selected	 lectures	 were	 reviewed	 for	
accuracy	 and	 modified	 to	 fit	 the	 conventions	 for	 verbal	 transcriptions	 in	 multimodal	
analyses.	In	order	to	conduct	these	transcriptions,	I	followed	Norris	(2004)	and	Pirini	(2015)	





































When	 multimodal	 transcriptions	 were	 needed,	 a	 series	 of	 steps	 were	 followed	 to	
accurately	represent	live	interactions	on	paper.	First,	relevant	screenshots	were	brought	
together	in	image	strips.	These	screenshots	show	instances	where	a	change	in	posture	or	
gaze	 has	 occurred,	 a	 gesture	 is	 being	 performed,	 etc.	 Furthermore,	 a	 timestamp	 was	
included	on	the	top	 left	corner	of	 the	 image	 in	the	form	of	mm:ss:ff	 (minutes,	seconds,	









head	 movements,	 two	 images	 would	 probably	 describe	 the	 action	 accurately.	
Nevertheless,	one	of	the	issues	in	this	type	of	transcriptions	arises	from	the	fact	that	image	
strips	 become	 too	 all-inclusive	 and	 therefore,	 less	 readable.	 Consequently,	 choices	 on	








Although	 this	 system	 is	 able	 to	 represent	 audio	 features	 into	writing	 in	 a	more	 or	 less	
readable	 fashion,	 it	 is	 often	 based	 on	 the	 perception	 of	 the	 researcher	 and	might	 not	









below	 for	 further	 information).	An	extract	of	a	multimodal	 transcription	can	be	 seen	 in	








corpus	 of	 six	 structuring	 segments	 described	 in	 Section	 4.3.2	 and	 Table	 4.3	 above.	 The	
ultimate	aim	of	the	multimodal	annotation	is	to	discern	how	lecturers	exploit	the	semiotic	



















singled	out	 [3],	 i.e.,	 the	analyst	can	describe	each	of	 the	semiotic	resources	which	have	
been	selected	by	the	lecturer;	and	a	list	of	strips	where	choices	are	annotated	in	time	[4].	







aspects	 I	 intend	 to	obtain	data	 about	 the	percentage	of	 speech	devoted	 to	discuss	 the	
direction	of	the	 lecture,	 to	establish	connections	with	other	parts	of	 the	 lectures	or	the	
courses,	 to	 introduce	 topics,	 etc.,	 in	 short,	 the	 percentage	 of	 speech	 where	 lecturers	












at	 concrete	 or	 abstract	 entities.	 Two	 more	 strips	 are	 created	 in	 MMA-Video	 for	 the	
























those	head	movements	 coinciding	with	 the	direction	of	 the	 gaze	 (for	 example,	when	 a	
lecturer	gazes	down	at	their	notes	they	also	move	their	head	in	accordance	with	their	gaze,	
or	when	they	look	at	the	audience,	their	head	is	also	facing	the	audience).	Instead,	here	I	
register	 those	head	movements	 that	do	not	 correspond	 to	gaze	 shifts.	 Following	Norris	
(2004),	I	annotate	those	head	movements	that	are	iconic,	i.e.	those	head	movements	that	
have	a	verbal	counterpart	(for	example,	yes/no	signaling),	and	novel	head	movements	that	























provides	 a	 description	 of	 the	 body	 postures	 performed	 by	 the	 lecturers.	 Among	 the	
postures	identified	in	the	dataset,	there	are	two	broad	categories:	standing	and	sitting	on	
a	table.	These	categories,	in	turn,	can	be	further	specified	in	several	sub-types.	Within	the	
former,	 lecturers	 can	 have	 an	upright	position	 or	 a	 position	 towards	 the	 lectern/table.	
Within	the	latter	–only	present	in	Course	3-,	the	lecturer	can	be	cross-legged	or	have	their	
legs	in	a	stretched	position.	The	feature	of	swaying	is	also	included	within	posture	when	
the	 lecturers	 perform	 a	 swaying	 movement	 that	 seems	 to	 mark	 the	 rhythm	 of	 the	
communication	–see	Bernad-Mechó	(2017a).	
The	 annotation	 of	 prosody	 is	 carried	 out	 in	 the	 strips	 paralanguage	 (speed)	 [m],	
paralanguage	(pitch)	[n],	and	paralanguage	(volume)	[o].	Some	paralinguistic	features	like	
a	parenthetical	 intonation	can	be	 found	 in	 spontaneous	metadiscourse	 (Bernad-Mechó,	
2015a).	These	metadiscursive	instances	are	characterized	by	a	decrease	in	the	volume	and	
an	 increase	 in	 the	 speed	 of	 the	 utterance.	 In	 these	 cases,	 metadiscourse	 commonly	





Fortanet-Gómez,	 2012)	 I	 describe	 two	 choices	 within	 the	 strip	 paralanguage	 (speed):	
syllabic	duration	shorter	when	the	lecturer	speaks	faster,	and	syllabic	duration	longer	when	
the	 lecturer	 speaks	 slower.	 Also	 following	 these	 studies,	 in	 paralanguage	 (volume),	 I	
describe	the	loudness	of	the	voice,	i.e.	whether	the	lecturer	speaks	louder	(for	emphasis)	




















lecturers.	As	discussed	 in	 Section	2.3.2,	 the	use	of	 space	may	provide	 clues	 as	 to	what	














the	 fact	 that	 facial	 expressions	 are	 indicators	 of	 emotions	 (for	 instance,	 grief,	 sadness,	
happiness,	anger,	fear,	or	disgust),	they	also	become	relevant	in	the	conveyance	of	content	
meaning	 in	 conversation	 (Ekman,	 1972).	 Thus,	 brows	 may	 be	 used	 with	 an	 emphatic	








of	 representative	 lectures	 and	 structuring	 segments	 selected,	 the	 video	 and	 audio	 files	










































































the	 use	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 from	 an	 MSS/MDA	 perspective,	 and	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	
structures	 and	 role	 of	 organizational	metadiscourse	 following	 an	MIA	 approach).	While	
both	 the	 quantitative	 and	 linguistic	 analyses	 can	 be	 performed	 independently,	 it	 is	








make	use	of	 the	theoretical	and	methodological	 tools	 in	MIA	(Norris,	2004,	2011,	2016,	
2017)	to	explore	the	structures	of	the	lectures	as	a	succession	of	actions	and	thus,	discern	
the	 role	 played	 by	 verbal	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 within	 such	 structures.	 The	
combination	of	these	four	analyses	will	allow	me	to	answer	the	research	questions	posed	















courses,	 I	 narrowed	 down	 the	 scope	 of	 this	 thesis	 to	 focus	 on	 only	 those	 common	
metadiscursive	occurrences.		
The	 first	 step	 in	 the	 quantitative	 analysis	was	 to	 conduct	 a	manual	 examination	 of	 the	
transcriptions	 of	 the	 corpus	 to	 spot	 and	 classify	 all	 instances	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse	instances.	This	process	was	carried	out	in	all	152	lectures	and	organizational	
metadiscourse	 was	 identified	 and	 classified	 following	 Ädel’s	 (2010)	 taxonomy	 of	
metadiscourse	 (see	 Section	 3.2.4).	 Although	 computer-based	 corpus	 analyses	 of	
organizational	metadiscourse	are	possible	–see	for	instance	Hasselgård	(2016)-,	a	manual	
analysis,	albeit	more	time-consuming,	provides	a	more	specific	and	reliable	identification	
of	 metadiscourse.	 Once	 all	 metadiscursive	 instances	 were	 identified	 and	 classified,	 I	
explored	the	results	 for	relevant	aspects	and	analyzed	the	distribution	of	organizational	
metadiscourse	 within	 the	 lectures	 and	 throughout	 the	 courses.	 The	 distribution	 of	




















identification	 of	 distinct	 recurrent	 lexical	 and	 grammatical	 patterns	 in	 the	 use	 of	







Camiciottoli	 (2015)	 state	 that	most	 content	 is	 transmitted	 through	 the	 verbal	mode	 in	
academic	 lectures.	 This	 is	 the	 main	 reason	 why	 I	 decided	 to	 start	 my	 analysis	 of	










modes	 that	 can	 integrate,	 contradict,	 emphasize,	 etc.	 the	 original	meaning	 in	 different	
degrees	of	importance.	In	this	regard,	non-verbal	expressions	carrying	out	metadiscursive	












In	 the	analysis	of	 semiotic	 resources,	 I	 employed	notions	 from	MSS	 (Kress,	2000,	2010,	
Kress	&	 van	 Leeuwen,	 1996,	 2001)	 and	MDA	 (O’Halloran,	 2004a,	 2007)	 to	explore	how	
metadiscourse	is	conveyed	at	all	levels	(see	sections	2.2.1	and	2.2.2	resectively).	In	order	
to	 carry	 out	 the	 analysis,	 I	 turned	 to	 the	 multimodally	 annotated	 sub-corpus	 of	 six	
structuring	segments	(see	Section	4.3.2).	This	analysis	aims	to	answer	RQ3;	in	particular,	I	
intend	to	discern	which	specific	semiotic	choices	are	preferred	by	the	lecturers	following	
different	 lecturing	styles,	as	well	as	the	ways	 in	which	these	semiotic	resources	 interact	
with	each	other	in	multimodal	ensembles	to	convey	meaning	and	engage	the	audience.		
The	study	of	semiotic	resources	was	conducted	in	two	phases:	a	quantitative	analysis	of	
the	 use	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 and	 a	 study	 of	 the	 transitions	 between	 combinations	 of	









chosen	when	 structuring	 the	 class	 (sections	with	a	high	 concentration	of	organizational	
metadiscourse).	For	example,	Figure	4.6	shows	a	snapshot	of	the	modes	co-occurring	in	a	
previewing	instance.	In	this	fragment,	the	lecturer	is	previewing	some	of	the	information	
that	 she	 is	 going	 to	 introduce	 in	 the	 lecture.	 She	 does	 so	 by	 verbally	 introducing	 the	
information	[1],	performing	metaphoric,	 iconic	and	beat	gestures	[2]	with	both	hands	in	
the	first	two	and	a	single	hand	for	the	beats	[3],	maintaining	her	gaze	towards	the	audience	








































the	 structure.	 This	 section	was	 organized	 into	 two	 broad	 processes:	 the	 description	 of	







beyond	a	 linguistic	 perspective	 and	adopting	 a	holistic	 view.	 In	 this	 part	 of	 the	 study,	 I	
analyzed	 the	 sequences	 of	 higher-level	 actions	 performed	 whenever	 organizational	
metadiscourse	was	 used	 throughout	 the	 six	 representative	 lectures	 of	 the	 corpus.	 This	
analysis	was	carried	out	manually	in	a	series	of	steps	following	the	methodology	devised	
by	Norris	(2004):	first,	the	video	clips	of	the	lectures,	and	in	particular	the	sections	where	
organizational	 metadiscourse	 occurs,	 were	 viewed	multiple	 times.	 Second,	 the	 distinct	






















(medium	modal	 density),	 or	 in	 the	 background	 (low	modal	 density).	 Depending	 on	 the	










have	 described	 the	 process	 of	 compilation	 and	 preparation	 of	 the	 corpus	 and	 its	 sub-
corpora,	and	finally,	I	have	recounted	the	four	analyses	that	will	be	conducted	in	this	thesis.	
The	subsequent	chapters	(chapters	5	to	8)	are	devoted	to	an	account	of	the	results	of	the	












In	 the	 foregoing	chapters	 I	have	contextualized	 the	present	 thesis	within	 the	studies	of	




the	 main	 corpus	 and	 its	 sub-corpora,	 and	 the	 methodology	 employed	 for	 the	 present	
investigation.	 Finally,	 I	 have	 proposed	 a	 series	 of	 research	 questions.	 The	 following	
chapters	(Chapters	5	to	8)	discuss	those	research	questions:	Chapter	5	addresses	RQ1	and	
is	 focused	 on	 the	 quantitative	 aspects	 in	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	
academic	lectures;	Chapter	6,	in	turn,	looks	at	RQ2	and	illustrates	the	verbal	and	linguistic	
features	present	in	metadiscourse;	next,	Chapter	7	is	devoted	to	the	exploration	of	RQ3	
and	 zooms	 in	on	how	metadiscourse	 is	 expressed	 through	a	multiplicity	of	modes;	 and	
finally,	Chapter	8	provides	an	answer	to	RQ4	and	investigates	the	structure	of	lectures	as	
sequences	of	actions	and	the	role	of	metadiscourse	within	these	sequences.	In	all	chapters,	

















In	 short,	 I	 set	 out	 to	 investigate	 how	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 is	 used	 from	 a	
quantitative	perspective.	A	quantitative	exploration	of	the	data	will	allow	a	limitation	of	
the	 scope	 of	 the	 study,	 as	 it	 will	 provide	 further	 information	 about	 which	 types	 of	
metadiscourse	 are	 commonly	encountered	and	which	ones	 seem	 to	be	 less	 relevant	 in	
terms	of	quantity.	This	analysis	will	also	determine	which	sections	within	the	lectures	show	
a	higher	presence	of	metadiscourse.	Multimodal	analyses	are	laborious	tasks	where	fine-






conduct	 a	 first	 approach	 to	 the	 total	 number	 of	metadiscursive	 instances	 found	 in	 the	





RQ	1.3	by	providing	a	 further	analysis	of	 the	data	presenting	significant	 similarities	and	














that	 a	 metadiscursive	 instance	 may	 be	 encompassed	 as	 performing	 more	 than	 one	
metadiscursive	 function.	Ultimately,	 this	 section	 aims	 to	make	 an	 argument	 in	 favor	 of	
manual	analyses	of	metadiscourse	over	computerized	ones.	
	


























































5.1.2 Issues	 in	 the	 identification	 of	metadiscourse:	 overlapping	 categories	 –	 double	
functionality	of	metadiscourse	
	
One	 further	advantage	of	a	manual	examination	of	 the	dataset	 is	 that	 it	has	 led	 to	 the	
identification	of	what	I	referred	to	in	Chapter	3	as	double	functionality	of	metadiscourse.	
In	 other	 words,	 there	 might	 be	 a	 certain	 overlap	 in	 categories	 when	 classifying	
metadiscourse	and	consequently,	a	metadiscursive	fragment	might	a	priori	be	considered	
as	 performing	more	 than	 one	 function.	 This	 overlap	 in	 categories	 is	 also	 identified	 by	
Hasselgård	 (2016),	 who	 claims	 that	 Ädel's	 (2010)	 framework	 offers	 some	 degree	 of	
overlapping,	especially	between	the	categories	previewing	and	reviewing	on	the	one	hand,	














miscategorizations	 could	 occur.	 This	 reinforces	 the	 argument,	 as	 stated	 above,	 that	 a	
manual	examination	of	metadiscursive	fragments	in	their	context	is	advisable	in	order	to	
obtain	accurate	results.		








taxonomy	might	 provide	 a	more	 specific	 division	 of	metadiscursive	 functions	with	 less	




















the	 total	number	of	metadiscursive	 instances	 found	 in	a	specific	category	 (N)	as	well	as	
normalized	 frequencies	 per	 10,000	 words	 (/10,000W).	 Additionally,	 it	 is	 worth	
















organizational	metadiscourse	at	a	general	 level,	 i.e.	when	 looking	at	 the	aggregate,	are	
reviewing	(16.5	instances	every	10,000	words),	previewing	(14.5	instances)	and	endophoric	
marking	 (12.6).	Moreover,	 the	 categories	 of	 introducing	 topic	 (5.7)	 and	 contextualizing	
(3.9)	 also	 seem	 to	 receive	a	 certain	degree	of	 importance	 in	academic	 lectures.	 Finally,	
delimiting	 topic	 (2),	 enumerating	 (1),	marking	 asides	 (0.7),	 adding	 to	 topic	 (0.6)	 and	
concluding	topic	(0.5)	are	inconsequential	with	rare	occurrences	within	the	whole	use	of	
organizational	metadiscourse.	This	demonstrates	that	the	use	of	phorics,	i.e.	how	lecturers	
establish	 connections	 among	 various	 parts	 of	 the	 discourse,	 is	 paramount	 in	 academic	
lectures.	 Nevertheless,	 the	 general	 trend	 of	 the	most	 common	 types	 of	metadiscourse	
extracted	from	the	aggregate	is	not	representative	a	priori	of	each	of	the	courses.	Thus,	for	
example,	the	category	of	previewing	(14.5	instances	in	the	aggregate)	is	more	present	in	
C2	 (21.7	 instances	per	10,000	words)	and	C5	 (17.3	 instances).	Similarly,	 reviewing	 (16.5	
instances	 in	 the	aggregate)	seems	to	be	even	more	 important	 in	C6	 (23.1	 instances	per	
10,000	words).	In	the	same	way,	the	category	contextualizing	(3.9)	plays	a	more	important	
position	in	conversational	style	lecturers:	C1	shows	5.5	instances	and	C2	7.6,	in	contrast	to	






















The	 identification	 of	 endophoric	 markers	 in	 written	 texts	 appears	 to	 offer	 clear-cut	
distinctions	(for	instance	in	if	we	look	at	Figure	8	or	as	we	can	see	in	example	8).	As	Ädel	
points	out,	endophoric	markers	refer	to	parts	of	the	discourse	where	a	logic	of	previewing	
or	 reviewing	 information	 does	 not	 apply.	 Thus,	 endophoric	 marking	 instances	 include	
references	 to	 tables,	 figures,	 etc.	 The	 use	 of	 this	 metadiscursive	 category	 in	 spoken	
lectures,	however,	seems	to	be	more	complex	and	questions	as	to	what	can	be	considered	
an	 endophoric	 marker	 and	 what	 cannot	 arise.	 In	 the	 identification	 process	 during	 the	








related	 to	 the	 use	 of	 external	 materials	 by	 the	 lecturers.	 A	 course	 where	 the	 lecturer	
constantly	 refers	 to	 slides	 or	 handouts,	 for	 example,	 would	 be	 likely	 to	 include	 more	
endophoric	markers	than	a	course	where	those	references	do	not	occur	very	often.	In	the	










elevated	use	of	endophoric	markers	 (28.8	 instances	per	10,000,	which	 represents	more	
than	twice	the	amount	of	the	second	most	common	type	of	organizational	metadiscourse	
in	 this	 course),	 the	 lecturer	 in	C6	uses	considerably	 fewer	markers	 (10.3).	Alternatively,	
these	cases	are	explained	as	the	lecturer	in	C5	makes	use	of	a	great	number	of	slides	(as	
opposed	to	 the	 lecturer	 in	C3),	and	the	 lecturer	 in	C4	provides	numerous	references	 to	
other	texts	(as	opposed	to	the	lecturer	in	C6).		
On	the	other	hand,	when	considering	lecturing	styles,	the	use	of	endophoric	markers	also	
appears	 to	 be	 unrelated:	 C3	 and	 C4,	 for	 example,	 are	 both	 taught	 by	 rhetorical	 style	
lecturers	 but	 make	 very	 different	 uses	 of	 endophoric	 markers	 (2.9/10,000w	 and	
28.8/10,000w	respectively).		
All	 in	 all,	 the	use	of	endophoric	markers	 appears	 to	be	 lecturer-specific	 and	no	evident	
connection	is	established	with	either	disciplines	or	lecturing	styles.	In	contrast,	as	described	
in	Section	3.2.4,	the	presence	of	this	type	of	metadiscourse	in	lectures	is	associated	with	
the	 use	 of	 external	 sources	 and	 materials	 during	 lecturing.	 In	 order	 to	 obtain	 a	 more	
genuine	comparison	of	the	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse	across	 lecturing	styles,	 I	
have	decided	to	omit	this	category	for	the	purposes	of	this	study.	Being	lecturer	specific,	
endophoric	 markers	 do	 not	 show	 any	 information	 about	 the	 use	 of	 metadiscourse	 in	













metadiscourse	 are	 previewing	 and	 reviewing.	 In	 this	 section,	 I	 investigate	 how	 these	
metadiscursive	elements	are	used	 from	 two	perspectives:	by	exploring	 the	quantitative	
results	across	disciplines,	and	in	terms	of	percentage,	where	I	describe	the	importance	of	
these	types	of	metadiscourse	when	compared	to	the	rest	of	organizational	metadiscourse	
in	 each	 of	 the	 courses.	 Thus,	 I	 first	 focus	 on	 the	 quantitative	 uses	 of	 previewers	 and	
reviewers	 in	sections	5.2.3.1	and	5.2.3.2;	and	then,	 I	 look	 into	 the	percentages	of	 these	
types	of	metadiscourse	within	the	overall	use	of	metadiscourse	in	Section	5.2.3.3.	Finally,	
in	sections	5.2.3.4	and	5.2.3.5,	I	briefly	turn	my	attention	to	the	categories	introducing	topic	




















C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	




present	 information	 that	will	 be	 dealt	 with	 in	 future	 lectures	 (Example	 18).	Moreover,	
previewers	may	 also	 be	 employed	 to	 refer	 to	 moments	 in	 the	 future	 where	 the	 time	
reference	is	not	clear-cut	(Example	19).	In	other	words,	previewers	are	used	to	establish	





19) But	 in	2003	major	difficulties	overtook	 the	campaign	–	and	we’ll	 come	back	 to	 those	–	and	now	the	
campaign	is	a	decade	behind	schedule	[…]	(C5_L24)	
Taking	these	distinct	uses	of	previewing	into	account,	I	suggest	a	distinction	of	three	main	
types	 of	 previewers	 for	 academic	 lectures:	 present	 lecture	 previewers,	 future	 lecture	
previewers,	and	non-connected	previewers.		
On	 the	one	hand,	present	 lecture	previewers	may	be	used	 to	provide	an	outline	of	 the	
lecture	or	to	introduce	future	parts	of	the	lecture,	 i.e.	the	lecturer	connects	the	present	
content	with	a	moment	that	will	occur	in	the	near	future	within	the	same	lecture.	By	using	











course.	 Referents	 are	 not	 specified	 in	 non-connected	 previewers	 probably	 as	 they	 are	
unimportant	 or	 not	 relevant	 for	 the	 correct	 comprehension	 of	 the	 contents.	 Table	 5.3	
below	 shows	 normalized	 frequencies	 of	 these	 types	 of	 previewing	 instances	 –with	




C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
/10,000W	 /10,000W	 /10,000W	 /10,000W	 /10,000W	 /10,000W	
Present	lecture	 3.5	 11.1	 5.5	 6.4	 6.7	 2.3	
Future	lecture	 6.6	 5.9	 2.9	 3.2	 6.7	 3.1	
Non-connected	 1.9	 4.7	 3.1	 2.9	 3.9	 6.3	
Table	5.3	Average	types	of	previewing	occurrences	
When	looking	at	the	types	of	previewers,	some	similarities	arise	in	general	terms	for	C3	and	
C4	 (rhetorical	 style	 lecturers).	 Furthermore,	 the	use	of	 future	 lecture	 previewers	 is	 also	
similar	 for	 C1	 and	 C2	 (conversational	 style	 lecturers).	 No	 significant	 differences	 are	
observed	 in	 the	 dataset	 except	 for	 the	 elevated	 number	 of	 references	 to	 the	 present	
lecture	in	C2.	As	I	mentioned	before,	this	can	be	explained	as	the	lecturer	in	this	course	






lecture	 previewers	 in	 History	 courses	 (C1,	 C2,	 and	 C5).	 Thus,	 History	 disciplines	 in	 the	























C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	























past	 lecture	 reviewers	 are	 common	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 some	 lectures,	 as	 the	 lecturer	
connects	the	last	part	of	the	previous	lecture	with	the	present	one;	and	also	at	any	point	







C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
/10,000W	 /10,000W	 /10,000W	 /10,000W	 /10,000W	 /10,000W	
Present	lecture	 2.3	 2.8	 2.7	 1.3	 0.6	 0.9	
Past	lecture	 5.9	 9	 4.8	 5	 1.7	 4.5	
Non-connected	 5.7	 6	 9	 5.9	 12	 17.7	
Table	5.5	Average	types	of	reviewing	occurrences	
In	general	terms,	some	similarities	may	be	found	in	the	use	of	reviewers.	Present	lecture	
reviewers,	 for	example,	are	generally	 low,	 indicating	that	summaries	or	reflections	upon	
the	present	lecture	are	infrequent.	This	is	particularly	relevant	in	C5	and	C6	(reading	style	
lecturers)	where	this	type	of	reviewers	 is	almost	non-existent.	 In	the	use	of	past	 lecture	
reviewers,	an	element	stands	out	in	Table	5.5:	a	higher	presence	of	these	reviewers	in	C2,	
probably	as	a	result	of	the	long	introductions	to	the	lectures	performed	by	this	lecturer,	














obvious	 for	 the	 lecturers.	 Therefore,	 even	 though	 these	 lecturers	 are	 able	 to	 create	















C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
%	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	
Introducing	topic	 15.1	 9.7	 9.9	 14.1	 15	 12	
Delimiting	topic	 6.4	 2.2	 6.7	 6.2	 3.4	 2.5	
Adding	to	topic	 2.6	 1.5	 1	 1.6	 0.6	 0.9	
Concluding	topic	 1.8	 1.1	 1.1	 0.3	 1.2	 1.8	
Marking	asides	 2.6	 2	 1.4	 1.8	 0.6	 0.9	
Enumerating	 1.5	 2.2	 2.7	 2.6	 3.6	 1.1	
Previewing	 26.6	 37	 28.9	 32.4	 38.2	 25.9	
Reviewing	 31.2	 31.3	 41.7	 31.6	 31.7	 51.2	
Contextualizing	 12.2	 13	 6.6	 9.4	 5.7	 3.7	








and	 in	 the	 use	 of	previewers	 in	 C3	 and	 C4	 (rhetorical	 style	 lecturers).	Moreover,	 slight	
stylistic	differences	may	be	found,	for	example,	in	the	higher	percentage	of	previewers	in	
C2	and	C5.	As	 I	discussed	in	Section	5.2.3.1,	the	 lecturers	 in	these	courses	perform	long	













(51.2%	 and	 25.9%	 respectively).	 The	 explanation	 for	 this	 imbalance	 seems	 to	 lie	 in	 the	
nature	of	the	course	itself.	Given	that	this	course	is	centered	on	the	study	of	only	one	novel,	
connections	 to	 previously	 introduced	 materials	 across	 lectures	 are	 more	 frequent	 all	
throughout	the	course.		
All	in	all,	the	exploration	of	the	percentages	of	use	of	previewing	and	reviewing	over	the	














management	 metadiscourse	 (introducing	 topic,	 delimiting	 topic,	 adding	 to	 topic,	
concluding	 topic,	 and	 marking	 asides).	 The	 rest	 of	 topic	 managers	 present	 a	 rather	
inconsequential	 use	 within	 the	 total	 amount	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	 the	
dataset.	As	stated	in	Section	1.3.1.2,	introducing	the	topic	is	one	of	the	key	elements	within	
a	lecture	as	it	involves	the	students	and	provides	them	with	information	regarding	the	main	
topic	and	concepts,	as	well	as	 the	purpose	of	 the	 lecture	 (Palmer	Silveira,	2004;	Young,	




C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	
Introducing	 109	 6.8	 108	 5.7	 69	 3.9	 86	 5.5	 93	 6.8	 95	 5.4	
Delimiting	 46	 2.9	 25	 1.3	 46	 2.6	 37	 2.4	 21	 1.5	 20	 1.1	
Adding	 19	 1.2	 17	 0.9	 7	 0.4	 10	 0.6	 4	 0.3	 7	 0.4	
Concluding	 13	 0.8	 12	 0.6	 7	 0.4	 2	 0.1	 7	 0.5	 14	 0.8	





slightly	higher	occurrence	 is	 found	 in	History	courses	 (C1,	C2	and	C5).	As	 I	 suggested	 in	
Section	5.2.3.1	in	this	chapter,	History	courses	seem	to	be	topicalized	by	default,	i.e.	they	
are	 structured	 in	 a	 list	 of	 topics	 in	 succession	 (commonly,	 in	 one-topic-one-lecture	








reason	behind	the	slight	difference	 in	the	amount	of	 introducing	topic	metadiscourse	 in	
some	courses.		















C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	




compared	 with	 the	 rest	 of	 categories	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse.	 However,	
contextualizing	shows	a	higher	occurrence	in	conversational	style	lectures	(C1	and	C2),	and	
it	is	the	third	most	common	type	of	metadiscourse	in	C2.	Therefore,	this	higher	presence	








how	 these	modifications	 in	 the	 lectures	occur	 and	how	 they	 are	made	explicit	 through	







and	 thinking	 about	 just	 preparing	 it	 and	 tweaking	 it,	 and	 again	 I	 had	 last	 thought	 about	 it	 back	 in	
December	[…]	and	I	decided	at	the	absolute	last	minute	I	wasn’t	going	to	give	that	lecture	–	at	literally	
the	absolute	last	minute.	(C2_L15)	

















In	 order	 to	 respond	 this	 question,	 I	 compare	 the	 number	 of	 instances	 in	 each	 session	
throughout	the	course	and	the	distribution	of	instances	per	minute	within	each	lecture.	
In	 terms	 of	 the	 overall	 distribution	 of	 organizational	metadiscourse,	 all	 lecturers	 show	






that	 will	 be	 examined	 in	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 course.	 Likewise,	 the	 use	 of	 reviewing	
metadiscourse	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 course	 seems	 to	 be	 consistent	 with	 summaries	 and	
recapitulating	sections	in	the	last	sessions	of	the	course.	In	Figure	5.1	below,	a)	represents	





describes	 the	use	of	previewing	 instances	 throughout	 the	course.	These	 instances	show	
their	 highest	 peak	 in	 the	 first	 lecture	 and	 descend	 as	 the	 course	 progresses.	 On	 the	
contrary,	 c)	 shows	 the	 distribution	 of	 reviewing	metadiscourse	 throughout	 the	 course.	
These	 instances	 are	 significantly	 high	 in	 the	 last	 lecture	 of	 the	 course.	 This	 pattern	 is	
repeated	for	all	courses	under	analysis.	
As	 for	 the	distribution	of	 organizational	metadiscourse	within	 the	 lectures,	 all	 lecturers	
show	 an	 elevated	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 lecture	
coinciding	with	 the	 introductions	 to	 the	 lectures.	 As	 I	 described	 in	 Section	 1.3.1.2,	 the	
introductions	to	the	lectures	are	important	sections	in	which	the	lecturers	may	introduce	
the	 topics,	 establish	 connections	with	 previous	 sessions	 and	 outline	 the	 contents	 in	 an	
effort	 to	 facilitate	 the	 comprehension	 of	 the	 students	 by	 guiding	 them	 through	 the	
communication	 process.	 In	 this	 regard,	 the	 introductions	 to	 the	 lectures	 appear	 to	 be	






















find	 distributions	 as	 the	 one	 presented	 in	 Figure	 5.3	 below.	 This	 figure	 corresponds	 to	
lecture	C2_L13	 (one	of	 the	 lectures	 selected	as	 representative	 for	 the	sub-corpus	of	 six	
lectures).	 In	this	 lecture,	most	metadiscourse	is	concentrated	in	the	first	seven	minutes.	
However,	peaks	of	metadiscourse	are	found	between	the	minutes	16	and	20	and	between	
minutes	 42	 and	 45.	 These	 peaks	 may	 be	 found	 in	 most	 lectures	 in	 the	 corpus	 and	
correspond	to	what	I	refer	to	as	structuring	segments.	These	segments	represent	parts	of	
the	 lecture	 with	 a	 high	 concentration	 of	 metadiscourse	 that	 may	 serve	 either	 as	 an	
introduction	to	a	lecture,	an	introduction	of	a	topic,	or	a	separating	segment	between	two	
broad	 sections	 in	 the	 lecture.	 Structuring	 segments	will	 become	particularly	 relevant	 in	
Chapter	 7,	 where	 I	 zoom	 in	 onto	 these	 fragments	 to	 describe	 how	 organizational	
metadiscourse	 is	 performed	 at	 a	 non-verbal	 level.	 Finally,	 Figure	 5.3	 shows	 some	
independent	 instances	 of	 metadiscourse	 distributed	 through	 the	 session.	 These	
correspond	to	what	I	have	called	spontaneous	metadiscourse.	Spontaneous	metadiscourse	
consists	 of	 individual	 metadiscursive	 fragments	 that	 are	 usually	 performed	 in	 a	
spontaneous	manner	and	that	may	briefly	interrupt	the	flow	of	the	lecturing	on	content.		
All	 in	all,	the	analysis	of	the	distribution	of	organizational	metadiscourse	throughout	the	
courses	 and	 within	 the	 lectures	 becomes	 useful	 for	 narrowing	 down	 the	 scope	 of	 the	
linguistic	 and	 multimodal	 analyses	 performed	 in	 this	 thesis.	 Thus,	 in	 order	 to	 select	
representative	lectures	in	a	course,	initial	and	final	lectures	need	to	be	discarded.	Having	






















that	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 might	 be	 dependent	 on	 the	 lecturing	
structure	 selected	 by	 the	 lecturers.	 In	 other	 words,	 I	 argue	 that	 organizational	
metadiscourse	is	closely	connected	to	the	ways	in	which	lecturers	plan	and	develop	their	











not	 completely	 homogeneous	 (see	 Section	 5.2.3.3).	 Nonetheless,	 similarities	 within	
lecturing	 styles	 do	 arise.	 To	 exemplify	 this,	 Table	 5.9	 presents	 the	 total	 amount	 of	




C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 					/10,000W	 N	 							/10,000W	
TOTAL	 722	 45.1	 1,117	 58.8	 695	 38.8	 608	 			38.6	 618	 	45.2	 791	 				45.1	
Table	5.9	Total	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse	excluding	endophoric	marking	
Table	 5.9	 shows	 similarities	 in	 the	 general	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 within	
lecturing	styles.	These	distinct	quantitative	uses	of	metadiscourse	are	particularly	evident	
in	 rhetorical	 and	 reading	 style	 courses.	 Thus,	 C3	 and	 C4	 (taught	 by	 rhetorical	 style	
lecturers),	for	instance,	present	a	similar	total	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse	(with	a	





Likewise,	 C5	 and	 C6	 (by	 reading	 style	 lecturers)	 also	 show	 a	 rather	 similar	 use	 (±0.1	
instances).	 These	 lecturers	 follow	 a	 highly	 prepared	 text	 where	 connections	 and	
organization	 are	 expected.	Moreover,	 they	may	 add	 extra	 spontaneous	metadiscursive	
fragments.	This	is	reflected	in	a	higher	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse.	
The	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	 C1	 and	 C2	 (conversational	 style	 lecturers),	










analysis	with	 a	 larger	 number	 of	 courses	 is	 necessary	 to	 corroborate	 these	 preliminary	
findings.		
With	 the	 aim	 of	 further	 exploring	 the	 similarities	 and	 differences	 in	 the	 use	 of	
organizational	metadiscourse	across	lecturing	styles,	comparisons	of	pairs	of	courses	are	
needed.	 In	 sections	 5.4.1,	 5.4.2,	 and	 5.4.3,	 I	 juxtapose	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse	in	three	main	matching	sets	of	courses:	within	conversational	style	courses,	
within	 rhetorical	 style	 courses,	 and	 within	 reading	 style	 courses.	 Furthermore,	 when	
examining	 conversational	 style	 lecturers	 in	 Section	 5.4.1,	 I	 compare	 the	 use	 of	
metadiscourse	between	C1	(conversational	style)	and	C5	and	C6	(reading	style	courses),	
since	they	show	a	similar	total	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse.	Only	those	categories	
that	 have	 been	 identified	 as	 relevant	 in	 Section	 5.2	 (introducing	 topic,	 previewing,	

















of	 a	 higher	 presence	 of	 the	 lecturers’	 voices	 in	 the	 lecture	 as	 they	 comment	 on	 the	
progression	of	 the	 session.	 In	 conversational	 style	courses,	contextualizing	 is	 commonly	
used	to	refer	to	the	timing	of	the	session	–for	instance,	to	discuss	whether	there	is	enough	
time	to	tackle	a	particular	topic-;	to	apologize	–for	example,	when	unfolding	information	in	




N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	
Introducing	topic	 109	 6.8	 108	 5.7	
Previewing	 192	 12	 413	 21.7	
Reviewing	 225	 14.1	 350	 18.4	




lecturer	 in	 C2,	 as	mentioned	 in	 Section	 5.2.3	 and	 its	 subsections	when	describing	 both	
reviewers	 and	 previewers,	 devotes	 the	 first	 part	 of	 most	 lectures	 to	 establish	 long	























main	 difference	 that	 distinguishes	 C1	 from	 reading	 style	 courses	 is	 the	 use	 of	
contextualizing	(5.5	instances	in	C1	vs.	2.6	and	1.7	in	C5	and	C6	respectively).	As	I	discussed	
above,	 the	use	of	contextualizing	 is	particularly	 relevant	 in	 conversational	 style	courses	
where	lecturers	reflect	and	comment	upon	the	act	of	lecturing.		
	 C1	 C5	 C6	
N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	
Introducing	topic	 109	 6.8	 93	 6.8	 95	 5.4	
Previewing	 192	 12	 236	 17.3	 205	 11.7	
Reviewing	 225	 14.1	 196	 14.3	 405	 23.1	
















Rhetorical	 style	 lecturers	 seem	 to	 be	 prone	 to	 a	 higher	 degree	 of	 irregularity	 in	 the	
structures	of	the	lectures,	which	implies	less	planning,	and	therefore,	less	organizational	
metadiscourse.	Table	5.12	below	compares	 the	use	of	 the	most	 relevant	organizational	




N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	
Introducing	topic	 69	 3.9	 86	 5.5	
Previewing	 201	 11.5	 197	 12.5	
Reviewing	 290	 16.6	 192	 12.2	
Contextualizing	 46	 2.6	 57	 3.6	
Table	5.12	Comparison	of	the	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse	in	rhetorical	style	lecturers	
The	analysis	 of	 specific	 categories	 in	 rhetorical	 style	 lecturers	 reinforces	 the	 similarities	
found	at	a	general	level.	In	this	regard,	C3	and	C4	show	similar	uses	of	introducing	topic,	
previewing,	 and	 contextualizing.	 A	 slight	 difference,	 however,	 is	 found	 in	 the	 use	 of	
reviewers:	C3	shows	a	higher	use	of	reviewers	than	C4	(16.6	vs.	12.2	instances	per	10,000	






C3	as	 connections	within	a	given	 topic	are	extended	 through	many	 lectures	 in	order	 to	
establish	 cohesion.	 Consequently,	 the	 distribution	 of	 topics	 throughout	 both	 rhetorical	














The	 last	 pair	 of	 courses	 that	 I	 will	 compare	 in	 this	 section	 is	 C5	 and	 C6	 (reading	 style	
courses).	 Table	 5.13	 shows	 a	 comparison	 between	 these	 two	 courses.	 If	 compared	 to	
rhetorical	style	lecturers,	reading	style	lecturers	make	a	slightly	higher	use	of	organizational	









N	 /10,000W	 N	 /10,000W	
Introducing	topic	 93	 6.8	 95	 5.4	
Previewing	 236	 17.3	 205	 11.7	
Reviewing	 196	 14.3	 405	 23.1	
Contextualizing	 35	 2.6	 29	 1.7	
Table	5.13	Comparison	of	the	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse	in	reading	style	lecturers	








two	differences	appear	to	result	 from	stylistic	decisions	and	structure	constrains.	 In	 the	
case	of	the	higher	use	of	previewers,	the	lecturer	in	C5	occasionally	includes	longer	outlines	
of	the	contents	of	the	present	lecture	at	the	beginning	of	his	speech.	When	turning	to	C6,	
the	 elevated	 use	 of	 reviewers	 in	 this	 course	 can	 be	 explained	 through	 a	 structural	






In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 have	 provided	 a	 first	 exploration	 of	 the	 dataset	 from	 a	 quantitative	
perspective.	 A	 quantitative	 study	 on	 the	 amounts	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	
encountered	 across	 disciplines	 brings	 to	 the	 fore	 some	 relevant	 aspects	 of	 both	 the	
methodology	 employed	 for	 the	 analysis	 and	 how	 organizational	metadiscourse	 is	 used	
differently	by	distinct	lectures.		
On	a	methodological	reflection,	I	have	discussed	that	one	of	the	advantages	derived	from	
a	manual	 examination	 of	 the	 data	 is	 the	 possibility	 of	 correctly	 distinguishing	 between	
metadiscursive	fragments	and	intertextual	material	during	the	process	of	identification	of	
metadiscourse.	As	for	the	use	of	Ädel's	(2010)	taxonomy,	I	have	shown	how	a	degree	of	
overlap	 in	 functions	 may	 occur	 frequently,	 between	 previewing	 and	 introducing	 topic.	
Furthermore,	I	suggest	a	subdivision	in	the	categories	of	previewing	and	reviewing.	Thus,	












and	with	 the	 aim	 of	 obtaining	 comparable	 quantitative	 results,	 this	 category	 has	 been	
omitted.	 In	addition,	the	categories	of	 introducing	topic	and	contextualizing	also	show	a	






sections	 of	 the	 discourse	 with	 a	 high	 concentration	 of	metadiscursive	 expressions	 and	




RQ1.3,	 relevant	 similarities	 do	 arise.	 The	 total	 amount	 of	 organizational	metadiscourse	
used	among	rhetorical	style	courses,	on	the	one	hand,	and	among	reading	style	courses,	




lecturing	style.	 In	general	 terms,	similar	uses	of	organizational	metadiscourse	are	 found	
within	each	lecturing	style,	which	seems	to	point	to	a	possible	relation	between	lecturing	






and	 therefore	uses	more	previewing	metadiscourse,	or	 the	 case	of	C6	where	abundant	
reviewing	instances	are	employed	as	the	course	is	organized	around	one	single	topic	(Don	
Quixote).	
Still	 and	 all,	 lecturing	 styles	 cannot	 be	 defined	 solely	 in	 terms	 of	 how	 lecturers	 utilize	







organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	 lectures.	 From	 a	 linguistic	 point	 of	 view,	 I	 provide	 an	

























is	 organized	 as	 follows:	 in	 sections	 6.1	 and	 6.2,	 I	 focus	 on	 RQ	 2.1.	 In	 these	 sections,	 I	
describe	 the	common	syntactic	 structures	encountered	 in	 the	dataset	 in	 the	use	of	 the	
different	types	of	organizational	metadiscourse	(Section	6.1),	and	the	lexical	elements	like	




















Specifically,	 I	describe	 the	 recurrent	 syntactic	 structures	encountered	 in	 the	dataset	 for	
each	of	the	metadiscursive	types	considered:	introducing	topic	(Section	6.1.1),	previewing	


























there	 is	 a	 structuring	 shift	 in	 the	 lecture	 and	 that	 a	 new	 topic	 is	 being	 introduced.	 As	
discussed	 in	 Section	 1.1.4,	 the	 choice	 of	 the	 theme,	 i.e.	 the	 point	 of	 departure	 of	 an	
utterance	that	receives	a	special	status	by	the	speaker,	offers	some	information	about	the	
message.	In	this	regard,	themes	are	frequently	connected	to	new	information	and	become	












31) Saying	 so,	 we	 move	 on	 to	 the	











about	 death	 that	 get	 made	






33) So	 much	 of	 today’s	 lecture	 is	
context,	 for	 much	 of	 the,	 for	





34) So	 now	 let’s	 turn	 to	 the	





35) So,	 there	 is	 a	 deeper,	 even	
darker	side,	 I	would	suggest,	to	
the	 generation	 of	 sympathy	 in	
Morrison’s	novels.	(C4_L13)	
Table	6.1	Syntactic	types	and	subtypes	for	introducing	topic	













Type	C	 introductions	 are	 characterized	by	using	 the	 formulae	 let	me	or	 let’s	 (or	 similar	
expressions)	 followed	 by	 a	 verb	 to	 introduce	 the	 topic.	 Essentially,	 this	 type	 of	
introductions	 differs	 from	 the	 other	 in	 that	 the	 lecturers	 ask	 for	 permission	 and,	 as	 I	
describe	 in	Section	6.2,	make	 the	audience	a	participant	of	 the	 interaction	by	 including	
them	in	the	speech,	either	as	the	entity	to	which	the	lecturer	asks	for	permission	(let	me)	
or	as	part	of	a	group	(let	us)	(see	Example	34	in	Table	6.1).		






































is	 “it”,	 which	 refers	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 “there	 were	 real	 life	 experiences	 behind	 people’s	
theoretical	ideas”.	In	this	case,	the	metadiscursive	utterance	describes	the	contents	that	
will	 be	 explained	 at	 some	 point	 in	 the	 future	 (“towards	 the	 end	 of	 the	 course”).	
























39) And	 I’m	 going	 to	 argue	 that	
tropical	 medicine,	 and	
particularly	 in	 this	 formative	
early	 period	 before	 the	 First	






40) The	 plasmodium	 that	 causes	
it,	 as	we’ll	 see	 in	 a	 couple	of	
weeks,	lives	in	a	closed	cycle,	






lecture	 and	 really	 Monday’s	
lecture,	 we’re	 going	 to	 start	
canvassing	the	ways	 in	which	
this	 period	 of,	 of	 incredible	
instability	in	the	United	States	
was	made,	was	 felt	 on	many	










42) There	 is	 a	 rather	 eccentric	


























personal	 subject	 (commonly	 I	 or	we,	 but	 also	 you),	 and	 a	 verb	 in	 the	 past	 tense	 (see	




reviewers	are	composed	of	non-connected	 reviewers.	References	 in	 time	 in	 the	 form	of	
adverbial	clauses	are	included	in	Subtypes	A-II	and	A-III	(present	and	past	lecture	reviewers)	




instance	 with	 the	 referent	 are	 found	 for	 reviewers.	 Instead,	 three	 uncommon	 types	
complete	the	syntactic	description	of	reviewers	in	the	dataset.	Type	B	reviewers	is	a	rare	





the	 information	 was	 delivered.	 In	 this	 fragment,	 the	 lecturer	 introduces	 a	 reviewing	
fragment	 in	 a	 subordinate	 sentence	 that	 triggers	 the	 main	 sentence	 intended	 in	 this	
example	(“the	question	whether	or	not	you’re	going	to	die	needs	to	be	distinguished”).	It	

















45) Now,	 we	 already	 saw	
Auerbach’s	 main	 thesis	 in	
Mimesis,	his	famous	book,	and	
that	 that	 thesis	 is	 about	 the	







46) Now,	 I	 ended	 the	 last	 lecture	
before	 midterm	 talking	 about	






47) Now,	 at	 the	 start,	 I	
distinguished	 two	 claims	
people	 might	 have	 in	 mind	
when	 they	 say,	 “Nobody	







48) Now,	 having	 distinguished	
between	what	we’ve	called	the	
death	 of	 the	 body	 and	 the	
death	 of	 the	 person,	 the	
question	whether	or	not	you’re	






was	 going	 to	 grant	 the	person	
who	 is	 making	 this	 argument	
that	 in	 order	 to	 believe	










50) Remember	 that	 divide	 I	 was	






























in	 the	 dataset.	 It	 is	 only	 found	 in	 C1	 (six	 instances),	 C2	 (three	 instances)	 and	 C5	 (one	
instance).	Still,	as	shown	in	Table	6.4,	three	distinct	types	of	structures	are	found	(Types	A,	
B	 and	 C)	 and	 three	 subtypes	 have	 been	 identified	 for	 Type	 A	 structures.	 In	 Type	 A	
contextualizing	metadiscourse	 the	 lecturer	makes	 use	 of	 various	 syntactic	 strategies	 to	
describe	and	explain	the	decisions	made	by	the	 lecturer	during	the	development	of	 the	
lecture.	Present	and	future	tenses	are	used	in	this	type	of	structures	and	three	subtypes	






























54) So	 today	 [...]	 the	 lecture	 is	












56) Now,	 I’m	 going	 to	 move	



































reading	 style	 lecturers.	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 5.3.1.2,	 the	 presence	 of	 non-connected	
reviewers	is	higher	in	these	types	of	lecturers	and	this	is	reflected	in	the	linguistic	use	of	
the	metadiscursive	expressions.	In	the	case	of	C4,	only	two	reviewing	fragments	have	been	
identified	 in	 the	 representative	 lecture.	 Therefore,	 although	 both	 instances	 are	
encompassed	within	a	Type	D	structure,	no	firm	conclusions	can	be	established.	Likewise,	













	 C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
N	 %	 N	 %	 N	 %	 N	 %	 N	 %	 N	 %	
Introd.	
topic	
Type	A	 A-I	 2	 33.33	 2	 40	 3	 42.86	 2	 66.67	 2	 66.67	 4	 80	
A-II	 -	 -	 1	 20	 1	 14.29	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	
Type	B	 1	 16.67	 1	 20	 -	 -	 -	 -	 1	 33.33	 -	 -	
Type	C	 2	 33.33	 1	 20	 2	 28.57	 -	 -	 -	 -	 1	 20	
Type	D	 1	 16.67	 -	 -	 1	 14.29	 1	 33.33	 -	 -	 -	 -	
Preview.	 Type	A	 A-I	 1	 14.29	 2	 11.76	 1	 33.33	 2	 33.33	 3	 37.5	 1	 20	
A-II	 5	 71.43	 10	 58.82	 2	 66.67	 3	 50	 4	 50	 4	 80	
A-III	 1	 14.29	 2	 11.76	 -	 -	 -	 -	 1	 12.5	 -	 -	
Type	B	 B-I	 -	 -	 2	 11.76	 -	 -	 1	 16.68	 -	 -	 -	 -	
B-II	 -	 -	 1	 5.88	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	
Review.	 Type	A	 A-I	 6	 66.67	 5	 35.71	 -	 -	 -	 -	 6	 85.71	 8	 80	
A-II	 3	 33.33	 7	 50	 4	 44.44	 -	 -	 1	 14.29	 1	 10	
A-III	 -	 -	 2	 14.29	 3	 33.33	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	
Type	B	 -	 -	 -	 -	 1	 11.11	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	
Type	C	 -	 -	 -	 -	 1	 11.11	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	
Type	D	 D-I	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 1	 50	 -	 -	 1	 10	
D-II	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 1	 50	 -	 -	 -	 -	
Context.	 Type	A	 A-I	 2	 28.57	 2	 66.67	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	
A-II	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 1	 100	 -	 -	
A-III	 -	 -	 1	 33.33	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	
Type	B	 4	 57.14	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	 -	








these	metadiscursive	 instances.	Thus,	 in	Section	6.2.1,	 I	 reflect	upon	the	words	that	are	


















Thus,	 the	 use	 of	 verbs	 in	 the	 metadiscursive	 instances	 analyzed	 is	 quite	 similar	 in	
introducing	topic,	previewing	and	reviewing	metadiscourse.	Following	Biber	et	al.'s	(1999)	
classification	 of	 verbs	 in	 semantic	 domains,	 some	 conclusions	 may	 be	 reached:	
communication	and	mental	 verbs	are	 recurrently	employed	 to	proclaim	metadiscourse.	
The	 former	 category	 includes	 verbs	 that	 involve	 communication	activities	 like	 say,	 talk,	
speak,	show,	express,	suggest,	mention,	quote,	canvass,	explain,	describe,	argue	or	discuss	
(see	 Example	 58),	 and	 the	 latter	 provides	 a	wider	 range	 of	 verbs	 that	 describe	 human	
experiences	including	cognitive	verbs	like	focus	(see	Example	59),	emotional	expressions	of	



















The	combination	of	verbs	 in	 lexical	bundles	 is	quite	common	 in	 the	organization	of	 the	
discourse.	This	seems	to	be	in	line	with	the	results	shown	by	Nesi	and	Basturkmen	(2006)	
who	 identify	 four-word	bundles	as	 recurrent	devices	 in	discourse	 signaling	 (see	Section	
3.3.1).	As	for	the	use	of	verbs	in	contextualizing	metadiscourse,	apparently,	there	are	no	
evident	trends.	Contextualizing	metadiscourse	is	used	for	various	purposes:	to	comment	











the	process	of	 identification	of	organizational	metadiscourse	 in	 the	corpus:	overlapping	
categories	(see	Section	5.1.2).	The	use	of	future	tense	verbs	in	previewing	metadiscourse	
(either	through	the	use	of	the	auxiliary	verb	will	or	by	means	of	to	be	+	going	to	+	verb	
formulae)	 may	 be	 very	 similar	 to	 the	 uses	 of	 future	 tenses	 in	 introducing	 topic	
metadiscourse.	 Thus,	 the	 distinction	 between	 introducing	 topic	 and	 previewing	
metadiscourse	may	 pose	 problems	 to	 the	 analyst,	 especially	 when	 these	 instances	 are	







reviewing	 instances,	 is	 that	 of	 adverbs	 and	 adverbial	 clauses.	 As	 I	 detailed	 in	 sections	
5.2.3.1	 and	 5.2.3.2,	previewing	metadiscourse	may	 refer	 to	 information	 in	 the	 present	




metadiscourse	 in	 the	 representative	 lectures	 are:	 on	 Monday’s	 lecture,	 on	
Monday/Thursday,	 in	 the	next	couple	of	weeks,	at	 the	end	of	 the	 lecture,	when	we	 talk	
about...,	in	a	moment,	the	next	time,	later	today,	after	spring	break,	etc.	Likewise,	reviewing	
metadiscourse	may	be	signaled	by	means	of	adverbial	clauses	like	last	time,	previously,	the	













such	 as	 I,	we	 and	 you),	 “the	more	 likely	 it	 seems	 that	 the	 text	 will	 be	 generally	more	








A	 quantitative	 analysis	 of	 the	 occurrences	 of	 these	 pronouns	 in	 organizational	
metadiscourse	is	described	in	Table	6.6.	The	data	in	this	table	refer	to	the	percentages	over	
the	total	amount	of	metadiscursive	 instances	for	each	of	the	 lectures.	 It	 is	 important	to	
remark	that	this	table	includes	strategies	used	to	introduce	metadiscursive	expressions	in	
which	personal	pronouns	are	not	employed	–for	instance,	when	choosing	Type	B	structures	
that	 resort	 to	descriptions	of	 the	 topics/lectures	or	 there	 is/there	are	 structures.	 These	
strategies	are	contemplated	under	the	label	‘Other’	in	the	table.	
	 C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	
I	(or	let	me)	 67%	 55%	 53%	 78%	 26%	 36%	
We	(or	let’s)	 17%	 30%	 47%	 11%	 68%	 64%	
You	 5%	 5%	 -	 -	 -	 -	




is	emphasized	even	more	 in	the	cases	of	C1	and	C4.	The	use	of	 I	has	been	 identified	as	
having	growing	preference	in	lectures	(Hyland,	2001b).	In	fact,	the	proper	use	of	we	forms	
















C6).	We	 forms	 are	more	 inclusive	 and	 bring	 the	 students	 into	 the	 discourse,	 fostering	






we	 in	which	this	pronoun	 is	 identified	as	an	 inclusive	resource	 in	the	process	of	guiding	
throughout	the	speech	event.	Interestingly,	the	use	of	we	by	the	lecturer	in	C5	is	rejected	












pronouns,	 in	 the	 following	 section,	 I	 consider	both	 syntactic	 and	 semantic	 aspects	 as	 a	
























are	 consistent	with	 those	 presented	 at	 a	 quantitative	 level	 in	 Chapter	 5	which	may	 be	
related	to	the	fact	that	metadiscourse	occurs	many	times	as	a	spontaneous	comment	on	
the	 speech	with	 little	 reflection	upon	 the	 structure	of	 the	 lecture.	However,	 in	 general	





metadiscourse	 in	 lectures.	 In	 this	 sense,	 two	 categories	 of	words	 seem	 relevant	 in	 the	








topic,	 previewing	 and	 reviewing,	 in	 turn,	 varies	 from	 category	 to	 category:	 previewing	







Finally,	 regarding	 the	 use	 of	 personal	 pronouns,	 conversational	 and	 rhetorical	 style	
lecturers	seem	to	prefer	the	use	of	I	over	we	or	you,	especially	co-occurring	with	volition	
and	 perception	 verbs.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 reading	 style	 lecturers	 favor	 the	 use	 of	 an	
inclusive	we,	 and	 I	has	been	 found	 to	be	used	 in	 sentences	where	 the	presence	of	 the	
lecturer	 needs	 to	 be	 distinguished,	 for	 instance,	when	 the	 lecturers	 refer	 to	 their	 own	
arguments.	The	pronoun	you	is	rarely	used	and	has	only	been	identified	in	conversational	
style	lecturers.	
In	 conclusion,	 few	 differences	 emerged	 in	 the	 linguistic	 uses	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse	 across	 lecturing	 styles.	 In	 the	 cases	 where	 slight	 differences	 have	 been	
found,	 no	 strong	 conclusions	may	 be	 posed	 as	 the	 number	 of	 occurrences	 analyzed	 is	
limited.	 In	 this	 sense,	 a	 broad	 linguistic	 annotation	 of	 a	 larger	 corpus	 followed	 by	 an	
automated	 corpus	 analysis	 might	 shed	 more	 light	 on	 the	 differences	 in	 the	 use	 of	
organizational	metadiscourse	at	a	syntactic	and	a	lexical	level.	
	
In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 have	 provided	 an	 overall	 view	 of	 the	 ways	 in	 which	 organizational	














In	 the	 previous	 chapters,	 I	 have	 examined	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 in	
lectures	from	a	quantitative	and	a	linguistic	perspective.	These	analyses	have	contributed	
to	narrowing	down	the	scope	of	this	thesis	and	to	providing	a	general	overview	of	the	use	
of	metadiscourse	across	 lecturing	styles.	Having	said	 that,	 the	main	contribution	of	 this	

















abundant	 metadiscursive	 instances,	 mainly	 those	 of	 introducing	 topic,	 previewing	 and	










together	with	 the	plug-in	pYin	 in	order	 to	examine	paralinguistic	 features	 (see	 sections	































how	 gestures,	 gaze,	 posture,	 proxemics	 and	 paralanguage	 are	 regularly	 employed	 as	
semiotic	 resources	 in	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	metadiscourse.	 Furthermore,	 along	 the	
present	study,	I	argue	that	lecturing	styles	affect	the	use	of	organizational	metadiscourse	
both	at	a	linguistic	and	at	a	non-verbal	level.	Thus,	throughout	this	section,	I	will	refer	to	
how	 the	 use	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 shows	 similarities	 and	 differences	 in	 relation	 to	 the	




Although	 individual	 traits	may	exert	an	 influence	on	 the	choices	made	by	each	 lecturer	
(Galloway,	1972),	I	focus	on	those	elements	that	contribute	to	defining	lecturing	styles	in	











in	 the	 analytical	 framework	 described	 in	 Section	 4.3.3.	 The	 use	 of	 paralanguage	 is	 not	
included	 in	 this	 table	 as	 no	 objective	 quantitative	 data	 could	 be	 obtained	 using	MMA-








the	 conveyance	 of	 metadiscourse	 are	 gestures,	 gaze,	 posture,	 proxemics,	 and	
paralanguage.	 Still	 and	 all,	 it	 seems	 appropriate	 to	 review	 all	 modes	 analyzed	 for	 this	
analysis.	 An	 interesting	 element	within	 the	mode	of	 speech,	 for	 instance,	 is	 the	 use	 of	
pauses.	The	percentage	of	silence	describes	the	amount	of	time	in	which	lecturers	do	not	
use	the	mode	of	speech.	 In	general	terms,	pauses	seem	to	be	more	frequent	in	reading	
style	 lecturers	 (15.04%	 in	 C5	 and	 21.08%	 in	 C6).	 Pauses	 are	 commonly	 employed	 by	









move	 from	one	 idea	 into	 the	other.	Having	 few	 verbal	metadiscursive	markers	 in	 their	





















(see	Ensemble	2	 in	Section	7.2.1	 for	an	example	of	 the	use	of	a	deictic	gesture).	When	
looking	 at	 the	 lecturing	 styles,	 two	 main	 trends	 seem	 to	 arise:	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	







lecturers	 and	 seems	 to	 show	 more	 expressiveness.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 conversational	 and	
reading	 style	 lecturers,	 single-handed	 gestures	 are	 preferred,	 probably	 due	 to	 the	
constraints	exerted	by	the	notes	that	are	being	held	with	at	least	one	hand	throughout	the	
lecturing	process.	
In	 the	case	of	gaze,	 this	 semiotic	 resource	appears	 to	be	an	 indicator	of	 the	 foci	of	 the	
lecturers	(whether	they	are	focused	on	their	notes	or	on	the	audience)	and	serves	as	an	
engager	tool	to	bring	the	audience	into	the	lecturing	process.	This	is	particularly	relevant	
when	 signaling	 the	 direction	 and	 organization	 of	 the	 lecture	 through	 organizational	
metadiscourse	(Bernad-Mechó	&	Fortanet-Gómez,	forthcoming).	Thus,	the	more	lecturers	
depend	on	notes,	the	more	they	turn	their	gaze	towards	them.	On	the	one	hand,	when	


























in	 the	 use	 of	 posture	 are	 evident.	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 rhetorical	 style	 lecturers	 show	
“alternative”	 strategies	 to	 lecturing	 position,	 as	 opposed	 to	 the	 traditional	 behind-the-
lectern	style.	Particularly,	the	lecturer	in	C3	sits	on	his	table	during	his	 lectures,	and	the	
lecturer	 in	 C4	 stands	 in	 front	 of	 the	 audience.	 In	 both	 cases,	 their	 postures	 face	 the	






































Firstly,	 in	 line	with	the	results	shown	in	Bernad-Mechó	(2017a),	 intonation	may	indicate	




considered	 in	 the	 previous	 class,	 the	 lecturer	 introduces	 the	 new	 topic	 that	 will	 be	





























focus	 needs	 to	 be	 on	 the	 notes,	 they	 can	 only	 engage	 with	 the	 audience	 in	 a	 limited	
manner.	In	this	regard,	intonation	and	intensity	serve	not	only	as	emphasizers,	but	also	as	
engagers	and	as	tools	to	break	the	monotony	in	reading	sections.	In	Figure	7.2,	the	lecturer	
in	C6	breaks	his	monotonous	 intonation	during	 the	explanation	of	 the	 contents	of	 two	
papers	 to	 emphasize	 the	 utterance	 “that	 thesis	 is	 about	 the	 Christian	 mixture	 of	 the	






utterances	 and	 separate	 long	 stretches	 of	 speech	 and	 to	 provide	 emphasis.	Moreover,	
paralinguistic	 devices	 as	 emphasizers	 are	 particularly	 relevant	 in	 both	 rhetorical	 and	
reading	style	lecturers.	This	fact	seems	to	be	the	result	of	two	different	motives.	On	the	
one	hand,	rhetorical	style	lecturers	are	the	ones	who	employ	more	semiotic	resources	to	
engage	 the	 audience	 (Bernad-Mechó	 &	 Fortanet-Gómez,	 forthcoming).	 In	 this	 sense,	











may	 be	 understood	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 relation	 with	 the	 audience,	 i.e.	 the	 degree	 of	
engagement	that	they	achieve,	and	the	relation	with	the	notes,	i.e.	the	attention	paid	to	






audience.	Moreover,	 they	may	 use	 paralinguistic	 devices	 for	 emphasis.	 Finally,	 reading	
style	lecturers	are	characterized	by	using	recurrent	silences,	very	few	gestures,	being	closer	
to	their	notes	–which	is	shown	in	the	use	of	gaze	and	posture	towards	the	lectern-,	and	




notes.	 Being	 constrained	by	 the	 use	 of	 notes,	 some	of	 the	 resources	 employed	by	 this	
lecturer	are	limited,	thus	showing	similarities	with	reading	style	lecturers	(see	Section	7.3.4	
for	a	discussion	on	how	lecturing	styles	constrain	modal	density).	In	this	regard,	lecturing	
styles	 seem	 to	 offer	 fuzzy	 boundaries	 and	 individual	 lecturers	may	 be	 positioned	 on	 a	







	 Conversational	style	 Rhetorical	style	 Reading	style	






















Proxemics	 Behind	the	lectern	 Alternative	uses	 Behind	the	lectern	
Facial	expression	 No	relevant	similarities	 No	relevant	similarities	 No	relevant	similarities	





In	 this	 section,	 I	 zoom	 in	on	 the	metadiscursive	 instances	present	 in	 the	 six	 structuring	
segments	in	the	sub-corpus	and	examine	the	common	multimodal	ensembles	employed	by	
the	lecturers,	i.e.	combinations	of	semiotic	resources	co-occurring	in	these	fragments.	By	





In	 order	 to	 provide	 an	 answer	 to	 these	 questions,	 I	 show	 a	 series	 of	 examples	 of	 the	
combinations	of	particular	resources	in	multimodal	ensembles	and	I	compare	these	across	
lecturing	styles.	In	these	ensembles,	I	comment	on	the	most	relevant	semiotic	resources	
utilized	 when	 conveying	 metadiscourse.	 Ultimately,	 the	 results	 show	 how	 lecturers	










further	 examples	 showing	 the	 relevance	of	posture	 in	 this	 lecturing	 style;	 after	 that,	 in	
Section	7.2.3,	I	zoom	in	on	reading	style	lecturers	and	describe	how	metadiscourse	may	be	
found	 in	 spontaneous	 fragments	 or	 in	 reading	 fragments,	 and	 how	 these	 multimodal	











including	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 accompanied	 by	 gestures.	 Interestingly,	 the	
gestures	 performed	 by	 conversational	 style	 lecturers	 that	 co-occur	 with	 organizational	
metadiscourse	are	not	only	beats	(the	most	common	type),	but	also	iconic,	metaphoric	and	
deictic	 gestures.	 In	 this	 regard,	 the	 combination	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 with	






























“give	me	 two	minutes	 to	 talk	about	 the	FEPC	very	quickly”.	The	use	of	gaze	 is	a	 typical	
resource	 used	 to	 engage	 the	 audience	 (Manusov	 &	 Patterson,	 2006).	 In	 this	 case,	 the	
lecturer	 constantly	 shifts	 from	 notes	 to	 the	 audience	 and	 vice	 versa	 in	 an	 attempt	 to	
connect	with	the	audience.	














In	Figure	7.4,	 I	 exemplify	a	multimodal	ensemble	 in	which	 reviewing	metadiscourse	co-
occurs	with	a	deictic	gesture.	In	line	with	the	results	shown	in	Bernad-Mechó	(2015a)	and	
in	 Bernad-Mechó	 and	 Fortanet-Gómez	 (2017),	 deictic	 gestures	 have	 been	 found	 to	 co-





















directing	her	 gaze	 towards	 the	audience	and	performing	a	deictic	 gesture	 in	which	 she	
raises	her	hand	and	moves	it	backwards	towards	the	board.	This	gesture	co-occurs	with	the	






















of	 non-verbal	 resources	 in	 this	 example	 seems	 to	 perform	 the	 function	 of	 boosters	 –




7.5).	 Furthermore,	 a	 short	 pause	 is	 employed	 to	 separate	 the	 first	 part	 of	 the	











































get	made	 frequently	 enough	 [...]	 that	 I	want	 to	 focus	 on”.	 During	 the	 utterance	 of	 the	
introduction	of	the	topic,	 the	 lecturer	does	not	perform	any	gesture	as	he	 is	positioned	
leaning	towards	the	audience	and	with	both	of	his	hands	“holding”	the	table	(Image	1).	
Interestingly,	although	he	does	not	perform	any	gestures,	a	series	of	semiotic	resources	
are	 found	 in	 a	multimodal	 ensemble	with	 the	 verbal	 conveyance	of	 the	metadiscursive	
function	of	 introducing	 the	 topic:	 he	marks	 the	 rhythm	of	 the	utterance	by	 leaning	his	
posture	from	one	side	to	the	other	repeatedly	(Images	2	and	3)	and	through	the	use	of	
paralinguistic	 emphasis	 (see	 red	 circles	 in	 pitch	 transcription).	 In	 addition,	 the	 lecturer	
changes	his	posture	after	 introducing	the	topic,	which	seems	to	reinforce	the	boundary	
between	one	topic	and	the	next	one	(Images	4	and	5).	In	other	words,	right	after	having	




complex	multimodal	ensemble	seems	 to	be	successful	 in	engaging	 the	audience,	as	 the	
modes	of	gaze	and	posture	are	constantly	directed	to	the	students.	Moreover,	the	lecturer	











Unlike	 the	 example	 in	 Ensemble	 4	 in	 which	 gestures	 are	 not	 utilized,	 rhetorical	 style	





the	 use	 of	 gaze	 is	 undoubtedly	 relevant	 in	 rhetorical	 style	 lectures,	 as	 lecturers	 always	












in	 discourse.	 Figure	 7.7	 below	 is	 an	 example	 of	 the	 multiple	 combinations	 of	 modes	
conducted	in	an	introduction	of	a	topic	in	C3.	While	the	lecturer	is	verbally	introducing	the	




the	 lecturer	provides	emphasis	using	 two	strategies:	on	 the	one	hand,	 some	words	are	
stressed	in	the	metadiscursive	fragment	(red	circles);	and	on	the	other	hand,	the	lecturer	































types	 of	 multimodal	 ensembles	 can	 be	 found	 in	 these	 lectures:	 those	 encountered	 in	






















turns	 his	 gaze	 away	 from	 his	 notes	 to	 directly	 address	 the	 audience	 in	 a	 spontaneous	
manner	 (Images	 1	 and	 2).	 This	 fragment	 includes	 the	 only	 gesture	 performed	 by	 this	
lecturer	 in	the	structuring	fragment	considered	for	these	analyses.	The	 lecturer	verbally	
introduces	 the	 topic	 (“and	 today	what	 I’d	 like	 to	do	 is	 to	 look	at	a	 subset	of	 the	bigger	
problem	[...]	tropical	medicine”)	and	performs	an	iconic	gesture	by	placing	his	thumb	and	




these	 spontaneous	ensembles	 tend	 to	be	more	modally	 complex	 than	 those	 in	 reading	













resources	 in	 reading	 style	 lectures,	 as	 the	 notes	 become	 central	 in	 the	 lecturer’s	
interaction.	Figure	7.9	below	shows	a	prototypical	position	in	reading	style	lecturers.	This	
figure	 is	 a	 screenshot	 from	 the	 State	Machine	 tool	 in	MMA-Video	 showing	 all	 possible	
combinations	 of	 modes	 considering	 speech	 (metadiscourse),	 gestures,	 gaze,	 head	
movement,	posture,	proxemics	and	facial	expression.	The	results	 indicate	that	the	most	
frequent	 combination	 of	 modes	 in	 C6	 is	 that	 in	 which	 the	 lecturer	 is	 not	 using	 any	

















their	bodies	and	gaze	 towards	 the	notes.	 This	makes	 it	difficult	 for	 them	 to	establish	a	
permanent	rapport	with	the	audience	or	to	engage	them.	Still,	some	embodied	modes	are	
available	 to	 these	 lecturers	 which	 may	 be	 used	 to	 emphasize	 certain	 aspects	 of	 their	
speech.	An	example	of	this	is	shown	in	Figure	7.10.	In	this	fragment,	the	lecturer	in	C6	is	





























in	 conversational	 style	 lectures.	Rhetorical	 style	 lecturers,	however,	may	 reinforce	 their	
gestures	by	performing	them	using	both	hands.	As	far	as	gaze	is	concerned,	this	mode	is	
proportionally	linked	to	the	use	that	the	lecturers	make	of	their	notes	and	the	degree	of	
spontaneity	 of	 the	metadiscursive	 utterances.	 Thus,	 conversational	 style	 lecturers	 turn	
their	gaze	towards	the	audience	when	using	metadiscourse,	although	they	may	go	back	to	
their	 notes	 quite	 often;	 rhetorical	 style	 lecturers	 focus	 their	 gaze	 exclusively	 on	 the	
audience;	 and	 reading	 style	 lecturers	 may	 turn	 to	 the	 audience	 during	 spontaneous	
sections	and	perform	quick	glances	towards	the	students	during	reading	sections.	
Secondly,	 all	 three	 types	 of	 lecturers	 seem	 to	 emphasize	 the	 verbal	 utterances	 of	
organizational	metadiscourse	through	a	wide	variety	of	combinations	of	modes.	The	use	of	
paralinguistic	 devices	 such	 as	 intonation	 and	 intensity,	 and	 the	 presence	 of	 facial	
expression	has	been	found	in	all	lectures.	However,	it	seems	more	common	in	rhetorical	
and	reading	style	lectures.	These	data	expand	the	results	in	Bernad-Mechó	and	Fortanet-




different	 lecturers.	 The	 use	 of	 intonation	 and	 facial	 expressions	 becomes	 of	 particular	
importance	 in	 note-driven	 sections	 in	 reading	 style	 lectures;	 these	 sections	 require	 the	
focalization	 of	 the	 lecturer’s	 attention	 towards	 the	 notes,	 and	 therefore,	 are	 modally	




turning	 to	 the	 modes	 of	 paralanguage	 and	 facial	 expression,	 which	 appear	 to	 work	
independently	of	other	embodied	modes	in	these	lecturers.		




















Fortanet-Gómez	 (forthcoming)	 and	 a	 continuum	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 across	 lecturing	
styles	 can	 be	 established.	 Figure	 7.11	 describes	 the	modal	 density	 in	 the	 study	 of	 the	
combinations	 of	 modes	 co-occurring	 with	 organizational	 metadiscourse.	 In	 short,	 in	 a	
continuum	of	 lecturing	 styles,	 the	 closer	 lecturers	 are	 to	 the	 rhetorical	 style,	 the	more	
modally	complex	uses	of	metadiscourse	they	perform	and,	in	turn,	modally	dense	uses	of	















the	 students	 throughout	 the	 discourse.	On	 the	 contrary,	 reading	 style	 lecturers’	 use	 of	
organizational	metadiscourse	 is	 performed	with	 a	 low	modal	 density,	 which	may	 pose	
problems	 in	 the	 transmission	of	organizational	metadiscourse	 to	 the	students	and	keep	












In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 have	explored	 the	multimodal	nature	of	organizational	metadiscourse	
from	two	perspectives:	the	recurrent	semiotic	resources	and	the	multimodal	ensembles.	
In	 short,	 I	 have	 shown	 how	 some	 semiotic	 resources	 are	 preferred	 over	 others	 in	
structuring	segments.	Moreover,	I	have	described	the	influence	of	lecturing	styles	in	the	
lecturers’	 choices	 of	 semiotic	 resources	 and	 in	 their	 combinations	 in	 multimodal	
ensembles.	 In	 this	 sense,	 I	 have	 reflected	 upon	 some	 defining	 traits	 that	 are	 shared	




chapter,	 I	 complete	 the	 multimodal	 analyses	 in	 this	 thesis	 by	 tackling	 the	 structuring	
















By	 employing	 an	 MIA	 approach,	 I	 look	 at	 the	 structures	 of	 lectures	 from	 a	 novel	
perspective,	 i.e.	 by	 considering	 structure	 as	 a	 sequence	 of	 actions	 carried	 out	 by	 the	
lecturer.	In	this	regard,	an	MIA	approach	to	the	dataset	allows	for	the	exploration	of	how	
lecturers	 structure	 their	 performances	 into	 higher-level	 actions.	Higher-level	 actions,	 in	
turn,	may	be	analyzed	 in	 terms	of	modal	density,	 i.e.	 taking	 into	account	which	modes	
intervene	in	the	production	of	each	action	and	to	which	degree.	Besides,	the	analysis	of	





attached	 to	 each	 of	 the	 actions,	 the	 role	 of	 metadiscourse	 may	 be	 interpreted.	 For	
example,	 if	metadiscourse	(the	verbal	mode)	occurs	 in	a	midgrounded	action,	 it	may	be	
interpreted	that	it	is	being	used	with	a	passive	role	while	another	action	is	receiving	full	
attention	by	the	lecturer.	In	these	cases,	the	focus	of	the	lecturer	is	on	other	actions	like	


















In	order	 to	answer	 these	questions,	 I	 examine	 the	corpus	of	 six	 representative	 lectures	
described	in	Section	4.3.2.	In	particular,	I	focus	on	those	sections	in	which	organizational	
metadiscourse	occurs:	structuring	segments	with	a	high	concentration	of	metadiscourse,	




actions.	 As	 for	 the	 influence	 of	 lecturing	 styles	 (RQ	 4.3),	 I	 tackle	 this	 question	 in	
combination	with	the	previous	ones.	The	differences	in	the	structuring	patterns	of	higher-





































contents,	 an	MIA	 analysis	 of	 the	 actions	 reveals	 the	 presence	 of	 recurrent	 higher-level	
actions	structured	around	three	main	pivotal	points:	the	concept	of	developing	content,	
the	organization	of	the	lecture	and	the	arrangements	of	notes.	Thus,	several	higher-level	
actions	 have	 been	 identified	 for	 each	 of	 these	 nuclei:	 when	 developing	 content,	 the	
lecturers	 perform	 actions	 such	 as	 developing	 content,	 concluding	 topic,	 elaborating	 on	






































higher-level	 action	 that	 contributes	 to	 the	 organization	 of	 the	 lecture	 (for	 example,	
introducing	topic	or	outlining	the	contents	of	the	lecture).	In	other	words,	conversational	
style	lecturers	employ	higher-level	actions	related	to	content	sections	and	to	organizational	
sections	 which	 are	 organized	 in	 a	 developing	 content-organizing-developing	 content	
pattern,	i.e.	higher-level	actions	in	which	content	is	developed	can	be	separated	from	each	
other	 by	 an	 organizing	 higher-level	 action.	 These	 actions	 commonly	 occur	 in	 the	
foreground,	i.e.	they	receive	the	highest	attention.	Moreover,	both	types	of	higher-level	




actions	 are	 commonly	 found	 in	 the	 midground	 most	 of	 the	 time,	 they	 may	 become	
foregrounded	by	means	of	modal	intensity.	For	example,	a	lecturer	might	be	performing	






Bernad-Mechó	 (2017a)	 and	 in	 Section	 8.2.1.2,	 the	 notes	 become	 highly	 relevant	 and	
higher-level	 actions	 where	 notes	 are	 being	 arranged	 might	 frequently	 become	
foregrounded	 while	 other	 more	 verbal	 actions	 like	 developing	 content	 or	 structuring	
discourse	are	downgraded	to	the	midground.	Finally,	most	structural	higher-level	actions	

















higher-level	 action	 that	 is	made	 up	 of	 smaller	 actions.	 Some	 other	 content	 developing	
actions,	particularly	common	in	C4,	may	include	actions	like	reading	a	fragment,	explaining	
the	fragment,	or	providing	a	summary.	Unlike	in	conversational	style	lectures,	higher-level	
actions	 that	develop	 content	 in	 rhetorical	 style	 lectures	are	 rarely	 interrupted	by	other	
types	of	higher-level	actions.	Still	and	all,	some	organizational	actions	may	also	be	found:	









main	 process	 of	 developing	 ideas	may	 also	 be	 interspersed	with	 actions	 related	 to	 the	
process	of	reading	and	commenting	on	fragments	from	a	book	(as	C4	is	a	Literature	class).	
Moreover,	rhetorical	style	lecturers	might	also	perform	organizational	higher-level	actions	











differences	 are	 encountered.	 The	 only	 relevant	 one	 has	 to	 do	 with	 the	 use	 of	 book	
fragments	as	part	of	the	lecture	in	C4.	Although	the	lecturer	in	C4	is	undoubtedly	rhetorical,	
given	the	fact	that	she	does	not	use	any	notes	to	deliver	her	lecture,	she	does	use	a	book	
in	 her	 sessions.	 The	 book	 serves	 as	 a	 structuring	 device	 for	 the	 lecturer	 in	 the	 global	
organization	of	the	lecture	as	higher-level	actions	like	reading	a	fragment	and	explaining	a	
fragment	 interrupt	 the	normal	 flow	of	 ideas	 several	 times	 in	 the	 lecture.	However,	 the	














































topic-related	 information	 and	 when	 using	 metadiscursive	 expressions.	 Thus,	 reading	
actions	may	 occasionally	 serve	 as	 organizers	 of	 discourse.	 I,	 therefore,	 distinguish	 two	
broad	 types	 of	 reading	 higher-level	 actions:	 developing	 content	 through	 reading	 and	




content	 and	 the	organizational	 one:	 spontaneously	 commenting	on	a	 topic,	 introducing	
topic,	outlining	the	contents,	etc.	Finally,	other	infrequent	higher-level	actions	that	relate	













































































As	 I	 have	detailed	 in	 Section	 5.3,	 organizational	metadiscourse	 tends	 to	 concentrate	 in	
structuring	segments,	i.e.	short	sections	within	the	lecture	that	show	a	high	concentration	












the	 lecture,	and	create	cohesion;	and	a	passive	 role	when	metadiscourse	 is	used	 in	 the	
midground	as	a	filler	of	the	verbal	mode	while	the	lecturers	focus	on	other	actions.	These	










two	 lecturing	 sections,	and	how	the	use	of	 reviewing	metadiscourse	becomes	useful	 to	
facilitate	such	transition.	This	excerpt	takes	place	35	minutes	into	the	lecture.	Transcript	






























from	 a	 particular	 STANDpoint	 [...]”	 (Image	 1).	 In	 35:42:20,	 he	 performs	 a	
semantic/pragmatic	 means	 which	 indicates	 that	 the	 higher-level	 action	 of	 developing	
content	is	about	to	end:	he	changes	his	posture,	pauses,	and	swallows	(Image	2).	At	this	
point,	 he	moves	 on	 to	 the	 higher-level	 action	 of	 concluding	 (Graph	 2)	 and	 developing	
content	disappears.	In	36:06:01,	he	accelerates	the	pace	of	the	verbal	mode	and	employs	
a	 falling	 tone	 indicating	 the	end	of	 the	utterance:	 “because	 this	argument,	at	any	 rate,	
seems	to	me	to	be	unsuccessful”.	Once	again,	the	lecturer	pauses,	changes	his	posture	and	
begins	 a	 new	 explanation	 (Image	 3),	 marking	 the	 transition	 between	 two	 higher-level	
actions:	at	this	point,	the	higher-level	action	of	concluding	is	over	and	a	new	one,	organizing	













































































The	 higher-level	 action	 of	 organizing	 speech	 is	 performed	 in	 order	 to	 recapitulate	 the	
explanation	of	the	lecturer	up	to	this	point.	The	lecturer	does	so	through	the	use	of	the	
verbal	mode	–“Now,	at	 the	 start,	 I	distinguished	 two	claims	people	might	have	 in	mind	





























































organizing	 speech	 is	 performed	 as	 a	 foregrounded	 action	 during	 all	 the	 time.	 Thus,	
metadiscourse	becomes	highly	relevant	in	this	fragment.	It	is	used	to	recapitulate	thoughts	
in	a	lecture	in	which	few	connections	are	established	and	is	fully	directed	to	the	students,	
as	 the	 multimodal	 behavior	 of	 the	 lecturer	 demonstrates.	 In	 addition,	 the	 structuring	























discussion,	 and	 then	 connect	 the	 summary	 with	 the	 introduction	 of	 the	 new	 topic.	









































still	 performing	 the	 action	 of	organizing	 thoughts	 as	 indicated	 by	 the	 hesitation	 in	 the	
paralanguage	as	she	utters	“This	novel	has	a	lot	to	do	with	the	questions	that	John	Barth	
was	 thinking	 about”,	 the	 gaze	 directed	 to	 the	 horizon	 and	 a	 holding	 position	 of	 the	
lecturer’s	arms	which	 is	present	since	 the	end	of	 introducing	 topic	 (Graph	3).	Finally,	 in	
00:10:26,	the	lecturer	 lowers	her	arms	and	offers	a	steadier	speech	(“in	a	very	different	
register,	 in	Lost	 in	 the	Funhouse”).	Moreover,	her	gaze	 is	now	directed	 to	 the	audience	


































































































the	 higher-level	 action	 of	 introducing	 topic.	 This	 action,	 however,	 is	 receiving	medium	
attention	by	the	lecturer	and	occurs	in	the	midground,	as	the	multimodal	analysis	suggests	
(see	Graph	1	in	Figure	8.6).	The	main	focus	of	the	lecturer	is	the	organization	of	her	speech,	
which	 occurs	 through	 the	 higher-level	 action	 of	 organizing	 thoughts.	 This	 example	 is	
characterized	 by	 a	midgrounded	 use	 of	metadiscourse.	 In	 the	 fragment,	 organizational	
metadiscourse	seems	to	be	used	as	a	resource	to	fill	the	silence	of	the	higher-level	action	






























instances.	 These	 instances	 often	 interrupt	 the	 flow	of	 the	main	 utterances	 to	 establish	
connections	with	previous	or	future	moments.	In	other	words,	spontaneous	metadiscourse	
is	commonly	formed	by	previewing	and	reviewing	instances.	Unlike	structuring	segments,	




occur	 in	 a	 natural	 manner	 within	 content	 explanations.	 Given	 the	 little	 planning	 and	
attention	 received	 in	 the	 modal	 density	 compendium,	 the	 metadiscursive	 function	 of	
establishing	 connections	 between	 distinct	 parts	 of	 the	 lecture	 is	 very	 low.	 Thus,	
spontaneous	metadiscourse	seems	to	be	performed	in	a	rather	passive	manner.	Although	
the	ultimate	aim	of	these	instances	is	to	connect	the	present	information	with	other	parts	
of	 the	 discourse,	 little	 attention	 is	 devoted	 to	 such	 connections.	 Therefore,	 the	 only	
function	that	can	be	attached	to	this	type	of	metadiscourse	seems	to	be	that	of	establishing	

























lecturer	 employs	 reviewing	 metadiscourse	 to	 connect	 the	 contents	 that	 are	 being	
expressed	with	an	unspecified	previous	moment	in	the	course	(“I	have	been	expressing	it	




hesitation	 in	the	verbal	mode	(Image	1).	The	 lecturer	makes	his	verbal	comment	and	 in	
28:20:25	he	performs	a	semantic/pragmatic	means	right	before	he	finishes	the	utterance	


























































































In	 the	 short	 fragment	 here	 analyzed,	 the	 lecturer	 produces	 an	 instance	 of	 reviewing	
metadiscourse:	
- I	have	been	expressing	it	already	
By	 using	 this	 expression,	 the	 lecturer	 in	 C6	 establishes	 a	 connection	 with	 previous	
information.	 The	 multimodal	 analysis	 of	 the	 sequence	 of	 higher-level	 actions	 in	 this	
fragment	shows	that	this	metadiscursive	instance	is	encompassed	within	a	broader	higher-
level	 action	 (spontaneously	 commenting)	 in	which	 the	 lecturer	 provides	 a	 spontaneous	
opinion	of	a	topic.	However,	metadiscourse	occurs	at	the	end	of	the	higher-level	action	
when	 the	 action	 is	 in	 a	 midgrounded	 position.	 All	 these	 facts	 seem	 to	 indicate	 that	
metadiscourse	is	paid	little	attention	when	used	spontaneously.	The	verbalization	of	the	
connection	 with	 previous	 information	 probably	 occurs	 as	 the	 lecturer	 realizes	 that	
something	has	been	said	about	the	topic	already.	In	conclusion,	the	uses	of	metadiscourse	
in	 spontaneous	 fragments	 seem	 to	 differ	 from	 those	 in	 structuring	 segments.	 Thus,	




















the	 attention	 received	 by	 the	 action	 in	which	metadiscourse	 is	 encompassed	 is	 low	 (a	
passive	role).	This	seems	to	indicate	a	lower	degree	of	importance	in	the	connection	being	
established	 as	well	 as	 little	 effort	 to	 engage	 the	 students	 and	 guide	 them	 through	 the	
speech.	
	
In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 have	 explored	 the	 structure	 of	 lectures	 from	 an	MIA	 perspective.	 By	
conducting	 this	 type	 of	 analysis,	 I	 have	 shown	 which	 are	 the	 recurrent	 organizational	
sequences	of	actions	performed	by	the	lecturers	in	each	lecturing	style.	Moreover,	I	have	
reflected	upon	the	distinct	roles	played	by	metadiscourse	in	both	structuring	segments	and	





















linguistic	 points	 of	 view	 but	 also	 considering	 the	 several	 modes	 taking	 part	 in	
communication	and	the	structure	of	lectures	as	sequences	of	mediated	actions.	From	my	
perspective,	 this	 thesis	 offers	 three	main	 contributions	 to	 the	 field.	 Firstly,	 the	 present	
study	contributes	 to	expanding	 the	knowledge	of	 spoken	academic	genres	by	exploring	
how	 metadiscourse	 is	 used	 with	 organizational	 functions	 at	 all	 levels.	 In	 this	 regard,	
metadiscourse	is	a	linguistic	category	that	has	received	much	attention	in	written	genres	–
see,	for	instance,	Hyland	(2005)-,	but	only	a	few	studies	tackle	this	issue	in	spoken	genres	
or	 from	 a	multimodal	 perspective	 (see	 Section	 3.3	 in	 this	 thesis).	 Secondly,	 I	 consider	
lecturing	 styles	 (see	 Section	 1.3.1.1)	 as	 one	 of	 the	 key	 variables	 influencing	 the	 use	 of	
organizational	metadiscourse	in	lectures.	Finally,	I	devise	a	novel	approach	for	the	study	of	
metadiscourse	 based	 on	 the	 combination	 of	 quantitative,	 linguistic	 and	 multimodal	






of	 the	 lecturers.	 In	 this	 regard,	 this	 study	 has	 started	 from	 the	 premise	 that	 all	
communication	 is	 multimodal.	 By	 exploring	 organizational	 metadiscourse	 both	 at	 a	














Furthermore,	 I	 have	 been	 able	 to	 discern	 how	 these	 uses	 vary	 across	 lecturing	 styles.	


















previous	 literature	 in	 the	 study	 of	 the	modes	 being	 analyzed	 –gestures	 (Calbris,	 2008;	
Kendon,	2004;	McNeill,	1992),	gaze	(Goodwin,	1981;	Norris,	2004;	Tan	et	al.,	2015),	head	
movement	 (Norris,	 2004),	 posture	 (Bernad-Mechó,	 2017a;	 Bernad-Mechó	 &	 Fortanet-
Gómez,	 forthcoming),	 paralanguage	 (Brazil,	 1997),	 proxemics	 (Hall,	 1966;	Norris,	 2004),	
and	 facial	 expression	 (Birdwhistell,	 1979;	 Eibl-Eibesfeldt,	 1972;	 Ekman,	 1972;	 Hwang	&	
Matsumoto,	2016).	On	the	other	hand,	an	MIA	approach	(Norris,	2004,	2011)	has	allowed	
me	 to	 look	 into	 the	 structure	of	 lectures	 beyond	words	 and	 in	 terms	of	 successions	of	
actions.	
Lastly,	the	use	of	technological	tools	has	been	paramount	to	carry	out	my	research.	The	















The	 first	 research	 question	 has	 to	 do	 with	 the	 quantitative	 use	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse	and	aims	to	narrow	down	the	scope	of	the	study	by	identifying	the	most	
common	types	of	metadiscourse	and	defining	which	lectures	and	which	sections	may	be	
representative	 of	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	 metadiscourse.	 The	 analysis	 involved	 the	
manual	identification	and	classification	of	all	metadiscursive	instances	in	the	corpus	and	a	




this	 category	 has	 proven	 to	 be	 lecturer-dependent	 and	 suffers	 significant	 changes	
depending	on	the	types	of	materials	being	used	by	every	lecturer.	Therefore,	endophoric	
markers	were	not	further	considered	in	the	analysis.	As	a	result,	previewing	and	reviewing	
have	 been	 identified	 as	 the	 most	 common	 types	 of	 metadiscourse.	 These	 categories	
contribute	to	the	cohesion	of	the	 lectures	both	 internally	and	throughout	the	course	as	
they	are	used	to	establish	connections	in	time.	Additionally,	the	categories	of	introducing	
topic	 and	 contextualizing	 have	 also	 been	 identified	 as	 recurrent,	 although	 in	 a	 lower	
frequency.		
The	analysis	of	the	distribution	of	metadiscourse	has	shown	how	metadiscourse	is	more	
frequent	 at	 the	 beginnings	 of	 the	 lectures	 and	 both	 at	 the	 beginnings	 and	 endings	 of	





shown	 a	 degree	 of	 similarity	within	 each	 of	 the	 styles	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 total	 amount	 of	
organizational	 metadiscourse	 employed	 and	 the	 metadiscursive	 categories.	 These	
similarities	 are	 especially	 relevant	 in	 rhetorical	 and	 reading	 styles.	 Nonetheless,	 some	
















encompassed	 within	 several	 syntactic	 types	 and	 subtypes.	 The	 main	 distinction	 in	 the	
choices	of	syntactic	structures	has	to	do	with	the	agency	of	the	utterances	–whether	the	
subject	 of	 the	 sentences	 is	 the	 lecturer	 or	 the	 lecturer	 and	 the	 audience,	 or,	 on	 the	
contrary,	whether	the	subject	is	the	referent	of	the	metadiscursive	fragment.	In	this	sense,	
the	thematic	choice	of	the	lecturers	seems	to	mark	the	preference	between	highlighting	
the	 action	 of	 previewing,	 reviewing,	 etc.	 or	 focusing	 on	 the	 contents	 that	 are	 being	
previewed,	reviewed,	etc.	As	for	the	analysis	of	lexical	choices,	communication	and	mental	
verbs	(Biber	et	al.,	1999)	are	recurrently	used	to	proclaim	metadiscourse.	Furthermore,	the	




lecture.	 Still	 and	 all,	 few	 clear-cut	 differences	 are	 found	 in	 the	 linguistic	 exploration	 of	











the	 analytical	 framework	 devised	 in	 Figure	 4.6	 under	 Section	 4.3.3.	 Quantitative	 and	
qualitative	 analyses	 were	 carried	 out	 using	 MMA-Video’s	 State	 Machine	 (for	 speech,	










while	 conversational	 and	 rhetorical	 style	 lecturers	 make	 an	 abundant	 use	 of	 gestures,	






















sequences.	 The	 tools	 provided	 by	MIA	 (Norris,	 2004,	 2011)	 allowed	me	 to	 identify	 the	
sequences	of	actions	performed	by	the	lecturers.	The	findings	show	relevant	differences	in	
the	ways	in	which	lecturers	across	lecturing	styles	construct	the	sequences	of	actions	when	
organizing	 the	 message.	 Thus,	 conversational	 style	 lecturers	 favor	 structures	 in	 which	
content-developing	actions	merge	into	organizational	ones	that	act	as	separating	elements	
between	longer	stretches	of	content-based	lecturing;	rhetorical	style	lecturers	offer	long	
successions	 of	 content-developing	 actions	 that	 may	 occasionally	 be	 interrupted	 by	
organizational	 actions;	 and	 reading	 style	 lecturers	 alternate	 reading	 and	 spontaneous	
actions,	and	the	organizational	message	may	be	contained	in	either.		
Moreover,	 each	 of	 the	 actions	 performed	 by	 the	 lecturers	 has	 been	 described	 with	 a	
specific	modal	density	that	indicates	whether	the	action	is	performed	in	the	foreground,	
midground,	or	background.	Finally,	by	analyzing	the	actions	in	which	verbal	metadiscourse	





these	 instances,	 verbal	 metadiscourse	 is	 commonly	 used	 as	 a	 verbal	 filler	 while	 the	
lecturers	focus	on	other	actions	(like	organizing	their	thoughts	or	checking	on	the	notes).	
When	considering	these	findings	together,	one	of	the	main	conclusions	that	can	be	reached	
is	 that	 a	 new	 layer	 of	meaning	 is	 brought	 to	 the	 fore	 by	 conducting	 a	 combination	 of	
multimodal	analyses.	In	this	regard,	the	linguistic	category	of	metadiscourse	is	identified	as	
being	 transmitted	 through	 a	multiplicity	 of	modes.	 In	 general	 terms,	 the	 present	 study	






presented	 in	 this	 thesis	 contribute	 to	 the	 research	 on	 the	multimodality	 of	 lectures	 by	
exploring	 how	 lecturers	 organize	 their	 sessions	 and	 transmit	 this	 organization	 to	 the	
audience.	
Furthermore,	 the	 study	 reveals	 that	 the	 connection	 between	 the	 use	 of	 organizational	
metadiscourse	 and	 lecturing	 styles	 is	more	 evident	when	 these	 elements	 are	 analyzed	






In	 sum,	 both	 multimodal	 analyses	 have	 contributed	 to	 defining	 lecturing	 styles	 in	
multimodal	 terms.	 Thus,	 conversational	 style	 lecturers	 often	 employ	 a	 high	 amount	 of	
metadiscursive	instances	and	combine	these	instances	with	a	variety	of	semiotic	resources	
like	 simple	 gestures,	 gaze,	 and	 paralanguage	 to	 engage	 the	 audience.	 In	 addition,	 the	















The	 last	conclusion	that	 I	can	draw	from	this	study	 is	that	the	combination	of	 linguistic,	
quantitative	 and	 multimodal	 methodologies,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 combination	 of	 distinct	
multimodal	frameworks	(MSS,	MDA,	and	MIA),	is	possible	and	provides	a	wider	account	of	
the	intricacies	of	communication	in	academic	settings	at	all	levels.	I	consider	this	one	of	the	
greatest	 contributions	of	 this	 thesis,	which	might	have	an	 impact	on	 the	ways	 in	which	
metadiscourse	 has	 traditionally	 been	 approached,	 i.e.	 from	 a	 linguistic	 point	 of	 view.	
Furthermore,	 the	use	of	 the	multilayer	annotation	 tool	MMA-Video	combined	with	 the	





Organizing	and	structuring	 lectures	are	crucial	 issues	 that	new	 lecturers	need	to	 face	 in	
their	first	experiences	in	higher	education	(McKeachie	&	Svinicki,	2013;	Nilson,	2016).	As	I	
stated	in	the	introduction	to	this	thesis,	as	a	junior	lecturer	myself,	one	of	my	motivations	
for	 conducting	 this	 research	 was	 to	 explore	 the	 strategies	 employed	 by	 experienced	















of	 a	 lecturer	 is	 a	personal	 choice;	 I	 do	not	 argue	 that	one	 style	 is	 better	 than	another.	







this	 thesis	might	contribute	 to	bringing	 to	 the	 fore	 the	 importance	of	metadiscourse	 to	
facilitate	comprehension	by	the	students	and	to	add	cohesion	to	the	lecture.	Finally,	the	
multimodal	perspective	adopted	in	the	study	could	be	a	factor	to	be	considered	in	order	to	
raise	 awareness	 on	 the	 relevance	 of	 non-verbal	 aspects	 in	 communication.	 From	 my	







size	of	 the	main	corpus	and	 its	 sub-corpora.	 In	 this	 regard,	 the	 size	of	 the	corpora	was	
determined	 by	 the	 purposes	 and	 the	methodology	 of	 this	 thesis.	 In	 this	 sense,	 all	 the	




was	 limited	 to	 one	 short	 clip	 per	 lecturer.	 Furthermore,	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 obtaining	 a	






which	 metadiscourse	 is	 used	 across	 lecturing	 styles.	 For	 all	 these	 reasons,	 no	 broad	
generalizations	 can	 be	made	on	 this	 data;	 however,	 the	 results	 seem	 to	 point	 towards	
certain	preliminary	conclusions	and	may	be	used	as	a	 reference	 for	 similar	approaches.	
Finally,	another	important	limitation	in	the	study	has	to	do	with	the	fact	that	the	data	have	
been	extracted	from	one	single	source	(Yale	University’s	OCW)	and	that	no	feedback	from	







might	 be	 taken	 in	 various	 directions.	 Although	 this	 thesis	 takes	 a	 step	 forward	 in	 the	
tradition	of	multimodal	analyses	by	 looking	at	the	use	of	semiotic	resources	 in	terms	of	




study	 to	a	 larger	comparative	 study	compiling	more	 lecturers	 from	various	 sources	and	
backgrounds,	 the	 individual	 factors	 influencing	 the	 use	 of	 metadiscourse	 and	 semiotic	
resources	 could	 be	 minimized.	 In	 this	 line,	 studies	 comparing	 lecturers	 in	 different	
languages	 might	 also	 provide	 a	 wider	 view	 on	 the	 multimodality	 of	 metadiscourse	 in	

























complement	 such	 study.	 With	 this	 aim	 in	 mind,	 the	 GRAPE	 (Group	 for	 Research	 on	
Academic	and	Professional	English)	at	Universitat	 Jaume	 I	 (Spain)	has	conducted	a	pilot	
study	using	the	electroencephalography	neuroheadset	Emotiv	EPOC+,	which	registers	the	
brain	 reactions	 of	 students	 watching	 online	 classes	 (Ruiz-Garrido	 &	 Palmer	 Silveira,	
forthcoming).	The	ultimate	aim	of	this	study	is,	once	again,	to	determine	which	multimodal	
strategies	work	better	in	each	situation.	
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The	 video	 files	 may	 be	 accessed	 in	 the	 DVD	 attached.	 Alternatively,	 they	 may	 be	
downloaded	in	the	following	link16:	
https://goo.gl/mNih1Y	
For	the	transcriptions	of	these	lectures,	please	see	these	lectures	in	Appendix	A.	
	
	
	
	
																																																						
16	Last	accessed	January	8th	2018.	
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APPENDIX	C:	CORPUS	OF	STRUCTURING	SEGMENTS	
	
Appendix	C	is	made	up	of	six	short	video	clips	that	constitute	the	sub-corpus	of	structuring	
segments	selected	for	the	analyses	in	Chapter	7	(see	Section	4.3.2):	
SEGMENT	1:	SS_C1_L13	(Extracted	from	Course	1,	Lecture	13)	
SEGMENT	2:	SS_C2_L13	(Extracted	from	Course	2,	Lecture	13)	
SEGMENT	3:	SS_C3_L15	(Extracted	from	Course	3,	Lecture	15)	
SEGMENT	4:	SS_C4_L13	(Extracted	from	Course	4,	Lecture	13)	
SEGMENT	5:	SS_C5_L15	(Extracted	from	Course	5,	Lecture	15)	
SEGMENT	6:	SS_C6_L15	(Extracted	from	Course	6,	Lecture	15)	
	
The	corpus	of	structuring	segments	may	be	accessed	in	the	DVD	attached.	Alternatively,	
they	may	be	downloaded	in	the	following	link17:	
https://goo.gl/ag2mAE	
For	the	transcriptions	of	these	lectures,	please	see	the	lectures	from	which	the	segments	
have	been	extracted	in	Appendix	A.	
	
																																																						
17	Last	accessed	January	8th	2018.	
	
	
	
	 	
	
	
	
	 	
	
	
	
